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Preface

The RAND Corporation is providing analytical support to the U.S.
Air Force (USAF) on a variety of issues having to do with the role and
future potential of air and space power in counterinsurgency and coun-
terterrorist warfare. This book is a contribution to that effort. It exam-
ines the conduct of combat operations by the Israel Air Force (IAF)
against well-endowed Hezbollah irregular forces in Lebanon in July
and August 20006 in a 34-day joint campaign that was dominated until
its last week by an almost exclusive resort to precision standoff attacks
by the Israel Defense Forces (IDF). The campaign ended inconclu-
sively for Israel. Because the IDF’s Chief of Staff at the time happened
to be, for the first time in Israel’s history, an IAF airman; because he
chose to rely at the outset principally on standoff attacks by IAF air-
craft, supplemented by IDF battlefield rockets and artillery, rather
than taking the bolder and riskier step of committing Israeli ground
troops to early combat in large numbers; and because the campaign,
in the end, failed to produce the excessive and unattainable goals that
were avowed shortly after its start by Prime Minister Ehud Olmert, a
widespread belief persists to this day that the war’s less than satisfactory
outcome for Israel ensued from the IDF chief’s allegedly unfounded
convictions regarding what air power by itself could deliver by way of
desired combat results. More to the point, it remains accepted wisdom
in most quarters that Israel’s second Lebanon war represented a “failure
of air power.”

The purpose of this book is to demonstrate that both of these con-
clusions are oversimplifications of a more complex reality that must first
be clarified in order for the real causes of the IDF’s flawed performance



iv  Air Operations in Israel’s War Against Hezbollah

in Lebanon to be properly understood. The book’s intent is to marshal
and assess the main details associated with the IDF’s campaign against
Hezbollah and, as appropriate, to correct the record regarding what
Israeli air power did and did not accomplish (and promise to accom-
plish) in the course of contributing to that campaign. Toward that
end, it considers IAF operations in the larger context of the numerous
premises, constraints, and ultimate errors in both military and civilian
leadership strategy choice that, in combination, drove the Olmert gov-
ernment’s decisionmaking throughout its 34-day counteroffensive. The
book also examines the IDF’s more successful 23-day joint operation,
under different leadership, against the terrorist organization Hamas in
the Gaza Strip in December 2008 and January 2009, to provide points
of comparison and contrast in the IDF’s conduct of the latter campaign
based on lessons learned and assimilated from its earlier combat experi-
ence in Lebanon.

This research was sponsored by then—Major General William
Rew, USAF, at the time Director of Operational Planning, Policy, and
Strategy in the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations,
Plans, and Requirements (AF/A5X), Headquarters USAF. The study,
“Israeli Air Operations Against Hezbollah,” was conducted within the
Strategy and Doctrine Program of RAND’s Project AIR FORCE as
part of a larger fiscal year 2008 project titled “Emerging Threats to
U.S. Interests in the Greater Middle East.” It should be of interest to
USAF officers and other members of the national security commu-
nity concerned with strategy and force employment issues raised by
Israel’s joint campaigns against Hezbollah and Hamas and with the
implications of those two successive experiences for force development,
doctrine, and concepts of operations for air and joint warfare against
asymmetric opponents.

RAND Project AIR FORCE

RAND Project AIR FORCE (PAF), a division of the RAND Cor-
poration, is the U.S. Air Force’s federally funded research and devel-
opment center for studies and analyses. PAF provides the Air Force
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with independent analyses of policy alternatives affecting the devel-
opment, employment, combat readiness, and support of current and
future aerospace forces. Research is conducted in four programs: Force
Modernization and Employment; Manpower, Personnel, and Train-
ing; Resource Management; and Strategy and Doctrine.

Additional information about PAF is available on our website:

http://www.rand.org/paf/


http://www.rand.org/paf/
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Summary

From July 12 until August 14, 2006, the IDF waged a 34-day cam-
paign in Lebanon against the radical Islamist terrorist organization
Hezbollah in response to a surprise incursion by Hezbollah combat-
ants into northern Israel and the abduction of two Israeli soldiers in a
well-planned provocation aimed at forcing the release of Islamist ter-
rorists held by Israel. That campaign, code-named Operation Change
of Direction, included the most complex air offensive to have taken
place in the IAF’s nearly 60-year history. At the same time, what even-
tually came to be called Israel’s second Lebanon war ended up being
the most inconclusive performance by the IDF in its many trials by fire
since 1948, in that it represented the first time that a major confronta-
tion ended without a clear-cut military victory on Israel’s part.

As the IDF’s counteroffensive got under way, Prime Minister
Olmert declared that among his government’s main campaign goals
were the unconditional return of the two kidnapped soldiers and a
permanent removal of Hezbollah as a viable fighting force in southern
Lebanon. Not surprisingly in hindsight, those extravagant—indeed,
unattainable—goals remained elusive throughout the 34 days of
combat. Adding further to the frustration felt throughout Israel as the
conflict unfolded was the fact that at no time during the campaign
were IDF forces able to stem the relentless daily barrage of short-range
Katyusha rockets that Hezbollah fired into civilian population centers
in northern Israel until a ceasefire finally brought an end to that lethal
harassment.

The IDF’s Chief of Staff, who largely determined the campaign’s
complexion and vector, Lieutenant General Dan Halutz, had previ-

Xiii
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ously commanded the IAF and was, by happenstance, the first airman
in Israel’s history to have occupied the country’s top military position
at the time the crisis erupted. Because his chosen response to Hezbol-
lah’s provocation was to rely at first almost exclusively on precision
standoff attacks rather than to opt for a concurrent commitment of
IDF troops on the ground in large numbers, the campaign’s halting
progress and uncertain outcome led many in both Israel and the West
to conclude afterward, and in some cases even before the fighting had
ended, that because the IDF chief was an airman he had naturally
allowed himself to be swayed by a parochial conviction that air power
alone could somehow bring about the war’s desired outcome. Further-
more, a predominant early impression among many, which persists in
most quarters to this day, was that because of Halutz’s initial choice of
strategy, the IDF’s disappointing performance in the second Lebanon
war attested at bottom to a “failure of air power”—notwithstanding
the fact that the IDF’s counteroffensive from its very start entailed not
just around-the-clock strikes by IAF fighters and attack helicopters but
also thousands of daily rounds of ground-force artillery and battlefield
rockets fired against enemy targets in southern Lebanon. In fact, what
ultimately “failed” in the planning and conduct of Operation Change
of Direction was not Israeli air power or any other instrument of war-
fare per se but rather a consequential blend of ill-advised civilian and
military leadership judgments at the highest level regarding the nature
of the adversary, the initial goals set for the campaign, the choice of
alternatives for pursuing the campaign’s objectives, and the manage-
ment of public expectations as the counteroffensive unfolded.

As the first full day of combat drew to a close, it became clear
that the preferred approach of the Olmert government, at least for the
time being, would be to rely exclusively on precision standoff attacks
rather than to resort to any early commitment of troops on the ground.
Although the IDF had a fully developed contingency plan in hand for
a joint air-ground counteroffensive designed for just such a possible cir-
cumstance, its leadership was not eager to implement that plan because
of the near-certainty of high IDF casualties that any such action would
generate. The IDF had no appetite whatever for a reprise of the sort
of massive ground invasion that Israel had launched into Lebanon in
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1982. It further presumed, rightly or wrongly, that the Israeli rank
and file were not ready to countenance the large number of IDF troop
fatalities that any such combined-arms operation would inevitably pro-
duce. After 18 costly and nonproductive years of previous occupation
of southern Lebanon from 1982 to 2000, during which the IDF sus-
tained more than 600 troop losses (almost as many as during the Six
Day War of 1967), no one in Israel wanted to return for a replay of that
experience. For Israelis, the Lebanon occupation was and remains the
IDF’s Vietnam. Accordingly, General Halutz rejected any idea of the
IDF’s going back into southern Lebanon on the ground to recapture
and occupy Lebanese territory immediately north of the Israeli border.

The IDF’s ground commanders were also opposed to a major land
push for the simple reason that Israel’s ground forces were unprepared
for major combat against a robust opponent such as Hezbollah, how-
ever unconventional and asymmetric it was compared with the more
classic enemy armed forces that the IDF had successfully faced in years
past. Since the start of its preoccupation with the Palestinian intifada
in 2000, the IDF had conducted virtually no periodic large-scale train-
ing of its ground troops for major combat. As a result, operational inte-
gration between the ground forces and the IAF had all but ceased to
exist, and ground-force readiness for any contingency other than deal-
ing with the Palestinian uprising had been allowed to lapse badly.

Yet at the same time, Halutz wanted to teach Hezbollah a lesson
that its leaders would not soon forget. Ever since the IDF’s withdrawal
from southern Lebanon in 2000, Hezbollah had been continuously
testing Israel’s patience and limits of tolerance by means of a relentless
series of unprovoked border incidents and random rocket firings into
northern Israel. With the final provocation of the troop abduction,
Halutz decided that the time had come to engineer a sea change in
the situation by implementing a fundamentally different approach—
hence the decision to code-name the IDF’s counteroffensive Operation
Change of Direction.

During the campaign’s first seven days, the IAF flew some 2,000
fighter and attack helicopter sorties. With respect to airspace manage-
ment, there were often 40 to 70 IAF aircraft operating concurrently in
the compact battlespace above southern Lebanon. Most fighter opera-
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tions were conducted at altitudes above 12,000 ft to keep IAF aircrews
safely beyond the reach of any possible Hezbollah antiaircraft artillery
and infrared-guided missile fire. However, the IAF’s operating arena
extended all the way from Blackhawk helicopters conducting nap-of-
the-earth operations during medical evacuation missions to its Gulf-
stream G550 surveillance aircraft operating in the medium- to high-
altitude block, often with only 1,000 ft of separation between blocks.
Accordingly, there was a continual hail of munitions falling through
the airspace assigned to aircraft operating on station in the lower alti-
tude blocks, making flawless time and space deconfliction an ever-
present airspace management requirement. By all indications, the IAF
met that requirement with resounding success.

Despite the IDF’s many combat achievements during the cam-
paign’s first week, it was becoming increasingly clear to the Olmert
government’s leaders that standoff air attacks and artillery and rocket
fire alone would never bring about their sought-after objectives. As the
counteroffensive ground on, those leaders found themselves caught in
an acrimonious debate centered on the IDF’s continued inability to
stop the relentless Katyusha fire and the offsetting concern that any
escalation to major ground operations would produce an unaccept-
able number of Israeli troop casualties. Eventually, with the continuing
barrage of increasingly intolerable short-range rocket fire into north-
ern Israel, ever more vocal calls began to be heard for a massive IDF
ground incursion aimed at driving Hezbollah’s forces out of southern
Lebanon.

Israel’s first significant ground move began on July 17 in a lim-
ited quest for an initial toehold north of the border. As operations with
tanks and infantry got under way, they quickly came to include house-
to-house fighting and responsive Hezbollah hit-and-run tactics that
slowed the IDF’s rate of progress. As the campaign unfolded and these
initial ground forays began to falter, increasing tension arose between
those in the IDF who believed that no further gains could be made
without a sizable increase in committed troops and a government lead-
ership, fearful of a resultant rise in IDF casualties, that remained reluc-
tant to activate the IDF’s reserve units.



Summary  xvii

As the decisive move to expanded ground operations neared, the
IDF mobilized three reserve divisions on July 20 in its largest troop
call-up in four years. Only after three weeks of strenuously resisting a
ground offensive, however, did the IDF finally bow to the inevitable
on August 1 and begin preparing for a major push into Lebanon. Even
then, only after deliberations over ceasefire arrangements appeared to
be going against Israeli interests did the government ultimately order
the implementation of the expanded ground operation plan that was
later approved in principle by the cabinet on August 9.

In the end, the issuance of the invasion order on August 11 left
the IDF with only three days in which to make the most of its now-
imminent ground offensive, rather than the initially hoped-for five
or more days before the looming ceasefire went into effect. During
those final 72 hours of combat, the IDF tripled its number of ground
troops in Lebanon to an eventual high of around 30,000. Not sur-
prisingly, it suffered its heaviest casualties during the last three days
of peak-intensity fighting. Coordination among force elements was
almost uniformly poor throughout this final phase of the conflict. In
some cases, requests from embattled tank crews for immediate close
air support (CAS) were denied by the IDF’s Northern Command out
of concern over the danger of an inadvertent friendly fire incident. The
performance of IDF ground forces throughout this escalated endgame
further revealed manifold shortcomings in combat tradecraft. Infan-
try units were often unable to coordinate with armor, and tank crews
proved repeatedly nonproficient in night operations. From start to
finish, IDF ground operations lacked a clearly identifiable operational
pattern. Troops returning home from battle reported that Hezbollah’s
dug-in defenses and the combatants who manned them had proven far
more resilient than expected. In the end, the IAF provided abundant
on-call CAS, and many wounded IDF troops were promptly evacuated
by UH-60 helicopters under heavy fire.

For the most part, in those mission areas in which it naturally
excelled, the IAF performed to its usual high standards of competence
throughout the 34-day engagement against Hezbollah. Indeed, the
final report of the Winograd Commission, which had been established

by Prime Minister Olmert after the campaign ended to investigate
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and assess the performance of his government and the IDF, concluded
that the IAF had registered “impressive achievements” as by far the
most effective service participant in all aspects of Operation Change
of Direction. Those achievements included, most notably, the IAF’s
largely successful preemptive attack against Hezbollah’s known and
targetable medium-range rockets during the campaign’s opening night
and its subsequent highly effective time-sensitive targeting operations
against the enemy’s short-range rocket launchers (and some medium-
range launchers as well) within single-digit minutes after their squads
had fired their weapons. The only disappointment in the IAF’s perfor-
mance noted by the commission was in the realm of timely and effec-
tive CAS delivery. In some respects, IAF cooperation with the ground
forces was said to have been exemplary, particularly with respect to
the integration of utility helicopters and unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs). More problematic, in contrast, was the uneven involvement
of IAF fighters and attack helicopters in air-land operations owing to
the absence of prior joint practice during peacetime large-force train-
ing exercises.

As for the campaign’s final tally sheet, the IAF flew a total of
18,900 combat sorties and struck some 7,000 targets at an average
rate of 340 sorties a day. Roughly 12,000 of those were fighter sorties
in all mission categories, with attack helicopters racking up another
2,500 sorties. More than half of the IAF’s strike sorties were flown at
night, thanks to the imaging infrared technology that was available for
use in fighter targeting pods, attack helicopter sensors, and UAVs. In
addition, more than 1,500 surveillance sorties and around 1,300 air
mobility sorties were flown during the 34-day campaign. IAF rotary-
wing aircrews conducted roughly 120 combat search and rescue mis-
sions, nearly half of them inside Hezbollah-infested territory and often
under heavy fire. Furthermore, 110 combat medical evacuation sorties
were flown, 94 of which entailed emergency rescue operations under
fire. Compared with the three weeks of major combat in Operation
Iraqi Freedom by American and allied forces in March and April 2003,
Operation Change of Direction lasted longer (34 days against 21), saw
a release of almost as many air-delivered munitions (24,000 compared
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with 29,500), and featured more than half the daily aerial munitions
delivery rate (705 compared with 1,340).

Viewed in hindsight, the IDF’s counteroffensive against Hezbol-
lah in 2006 does not now appear to have been entirely the unqualified
setback for Israel that many had initially presumed in its early after-
math. This is particularly evident in light of the considerably more
integrated and effective IDF response in December 2008 and January
2009 to a similar set of provocations that emanated from the terror-
ist organization Hamas, which controlled the Gaza Strip in southern
Israel. Although Operation Change of Direction, much as the IDF’s
subsequent Gaza operation, ended in a less than decisive outcome for
Israel given the inherent nature of the opponent, Hezbollah’s combat
capability was severely diminished by the IDF’s unexpectedly and dis-
proportionately massive retaliatory measures. For example, the IDF
killed as many as 700 of Hezbollah’s most skilled and valued combat-
ants. In addition, a considerable portion of Hezbollah’s military infra-
structure was either destroyed or badly damaged during the course of
the IDF’s relentless aerial and artillery bombardment. Furthermore,
the IDF learned much about Hezbollah’s organization and strategy as
a result of its campaign experience, rendering both more susceptible
to focused and effective attacks than they had been before. In under-
taking its response with such sustained ferociousness, Israel further
showed its determination to answer any future challenges from both
Hezbollah and Hamas with disproportionate levels of firepower that
would have a persuasive deterring effect.

Israel also gained a greatly improved security situation in southern
Lebanon as a result of the campaign, and the formerly volatile border
region is now more quiescent than it has been in a generation. With
the singular exception of three short-range rockets that were fired into
northern Israel from southern Lebanon during the IDF’s subsequent
23-day campaign against Hamas in the Gaza Strip more than two
years later (for which Hezbollah’s leaders were quick to disavow any
responsibility), not a single Hezbollah rocket has been fired from Leba-
non into Israel since the conflict ended, even though Hezbollah is now
assessed as harboring far more short-range rockets (as many as 50,000
or so) in its since-reconstituted arsenal than ever before. This suggests
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that Hezbollah’s post-campaign motivations and conduct have, at least
for the time being, all but certainly been influenced for the better by
the significant bloodying that the IDF dealt to it and—two and a half
years later—to Hamas.

However, this came at a substantial cost to Israel. The most com-
pelling criticism that can be levied against the IDF with regard to its
conduct of Operation Change of Direction has to do with the remark-
ably widespread destruction that its 34-day bombing effort wrought on
Lebanon’s civilian infrastructure and economy as the result of a mis-
founded assumption that the Lebanese government had any coercive
influence over Hezbollah whatsoever. By the end of the war’s first week,
some 500,000 Lebanese had reportedly fled their homes to escape the
IDF’s air and artillery attacks. Most of Israel’s attacks against Leba-
non’s infrastructure were militarily ineffective, having little discernible
effect on the campaign’s outcome and raising a legitimate question in
the minds of otherwise unbiased Western observers as to whether such
destruction was proportional to the anticipated gain. That infrastruc-
ture damage provided ready grist for Hezbollah’s propaganda mill,
which was quick to exploit it to the fullest in further securing the ter-
rorist organization’s clear advantage in the information war through-
out the campaign.

As noted before, the war’s less than satisfying outcome in no way
reflected a failure of the IAF to perform to the fullest extent of its con-
siderable but not limitless capabilities. Rather, it stemmed from a more
overarching deficiency in strategy choice, the most flawed elements of
which included a failure by the IDF’s leadership to duly update and
exploit standing contingency plans for the immediate needs of the
challenge at hand, an inconsistency between its avowed goals and the
available means and will to pursue them, and the leadership’s place-
ment of friendly casualty avoidance above mission accomplishment in
its rank-ordering of priorities. There was nothing wrong in principle
with the government’s decision to respond to Hezbollah’s provocation
with escalated force. Yet its response was not fully explored in all its
risks and ramifications before it committed itself to action. As a result,
the IDF initiated its counteroffensive without having given adequate
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thought to the campaign’s likely endgame and to an appropriate strat-
egy for ending it on a high note.

The greatest problem that undermined the IDF’s combat per-
formance throughout the campaign was the pronounced asymme-
try between the exorbitant goals initially declared by Prime Minis-
ter Olmert and the incapacity of his government’s chosen response
option to achieve them. Not only were those declared goals progres-
sively ramped downward as the campaign unfolded, they also cre-
ated initial public expectations that had no prospect of being fulfilled.
Although the first two weeks of Operation Change of Direction indeed
bore ample earmarks of having been an air-only effort as seen by out-
side observers, we now know, with the benefit of subsequent revela-
tions regarding the Olmert government’s decisionmaking process, that
Halutz did not insist on this approach out of a belief that it inherently
offered the most promising means of achieving declared mission objec-
tives. Indeed, Halutz never used the term “air power” in characterizing
his initial response option. Rather, what he sought to employ to useful
coercive effect was precision standoff firepower. In clear testimony to
that fact, IDF operations from the campaign’s first day onward included
a total of some 173,000 artillery shells and battlefield rocket rounds
fired, more than were expended during the much higher-intensity Yom
Kippur War of 1973.

After all is said and done, the core explanation for the Olmert
government’s initial strategy choice, simply put, was that no one
among Israel’s top leaders, military or civilian, was ready to sign up
for a ground war. In hindsight, one can fairly hold General Halutz,
the government’s most senior uniformed representative, to task for
having failed before the campaign’s start, when he admittedly knew
better, to resist—forcefully, if need be—Prime Minister Olmert’s ini-
tial avowed goals of getting the two soldiers returned and decisively
crushing Hezbollah as a viable fighting force—goals unachievable by
any mix of combat power that the Israeli people and the international
community would have been likely to tolerate. Yet the decision to start
the campaign with a standoff-only counteroffensive dominated by air
attacks was not just Halutz’s. It was the consensus view as well among
Israel’s key civilian leaders because it offered the least unacceptable
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option for an initial military response. The IDF leadership, Halutz
included, knew full well that such a standoff campaign alone would
not end Hezbollah’s continuing rocket fire into northern Israel, let
alone bring about Prime Minister Olmert’s most extreme declared
goals of getting the two abductees returned and putting Hezbollah
out of business once and for all. Nevertheless, there remained a widely
felt compulsion to continue deferring the fateful transition to a major
ground incursion for as long as possible. To repeat, no one who mat-
tered was calling for an early ground offensive.

The main shortcoming in the governments campaign plan-
ning was the substantial disparity that quickly emerged between the
government’s initially articulated goals and the IDF’s actual combat
capability, most notably against Hezbollah’s ever-elusive short-range
Katyushas, which neither Halutz nor the Olmert government’s most
senior civilians took seriously at first as a core strategic threat to
Israel’s civilian population and economy. A related problem entailed
not defining more attainable mission objectives at the campaign’s
outset and then applying more aggressive joint measures, including a
massive combined-arms response from the very start, to yield a more
conclusive and satisfactory outcome.

In the end, wrongly buying into a baseless view of what air power
alone could accomplish, as most observers suggested both during and
after the campaign—and as many continue to believe to this day—was
not the Olmert government’s main failing with respect to the planning
and conduct of Operation Change of Direction. On the contrary, that
belief was never held either by Halutz or by any of his civilian supe-
riors at any time from the start of the crisis. Rather, the government’s
greatest misstep was taking an overly unreflective view of what military
power of any kind, unaided by a coherent and effective strategy, could
accomplish in a situation in which the declared campaign goals were so
unbounded and the IDF’s ground troops were so unready for combat
against Hezbollah’s robust forces since all they had done for the pre-
ceding six years had been to conduct lower-intensity operations against
the Palestinian intifada. That misstep, which had nothing whatever
to do with the strengths or limitations of Israel’s air power per se, was
handily corrected by the time the IDF was ready to embark on its sub-
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sequent and more successful counteroffensive against Hamas in the
Gaza Strip a little more than two years later. There is a clear message in
this experience for those among today’s U.S. leaders who would post-
pone, or forgo altogether, due investment against potential high-end
threats in the more distant future in order to focus their full concen-
tration of effort against today’s more immediate—but by no means
exclusive—lower-intensity challenges of the moment.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

From July 12 until August 14, 2000, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF)
waged a 34-day air and land campaign against Hezbollah, a well-
armed Iranian forward proxy organization of radical Islamist terror-
ists based in Lebanon. That campaign was an escalated response to a
long-planned Hezbollah incursion into northern Israel and the prompt
abduction of two IDF soldiers, who were then spirited back into Leba-
non as hostages to be used as leverage in a hoped-for trade for Islamist
terrorists who had previously been incarcerated by Israeli forces.! At
first called Operation Just Reward and soon thereafter renamed Opera-
tion Change of Direction, the campaign has since been widely regarded
in both Israel and the West as the IDF’s most inconclusive performance
in its storied 60-year history of combat experience. Waged under the
direction of Israel’s prime minister, Ehud Olmert, and his minister of
defense at the time, Amir Peretz, the campaign was dominated by pre-

cision standoff attacks by the Israel Air Force (IAF) and by IDF artil-

1'Hezbollah, which means “Party of God” in Arabic, is a virulently radical transnational
Islamist movement with both political and military components. It established its initial
roots in Lebanon in the early 1980s and 1990s and deepened them further in the aftermath
of Israel’s withdrawal from southern Lebanon in May 2000 following the latter’s occupation
of that region for 18 years after the first Lebanon war of 1982. It is lavishly funded by Iran’s
Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps and has become a major presence in the legislature of
the weak democratic government of Lebanon. It has infested southern Lebanon’s predomi-
nantly Shiite population and is by far the dominant military presence on Lebanon’s soil,
overshadowing the Lebanese Army in discipline and combat capability. It also is devoted
unswervingly to the destruction of the State of Israel. For the most accessible and up-to-date
introduction to the subject, see Augustus Richard Norton, Hezbollah: A Short History, Prince-
ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2007.
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lery and battlefield rockets, with no significant commitment of conven-
tional ground troops against Hezbollah until the last days of fighting
before a United Nations (UN)—brokered ceasefire went into effect.?
What mostly accounted for the rampant frustration felt through-
out Israel as the conflict unfolded was the fact that at no time during
the 34 days of combat, from the campaign’s unplanned start through
its eventual halting endgame, were IDF forces able to stem the relent-
less barrage of short-range Katyusha rockets that Hezbollah militants
fired into civilian population centers in northern Israel on a daily basis
until the ceasefire finally brought that lethal harassment to an end.
In this regard, the confrontation represented the first time that the
Israeli homeland had been subjected to continuous enemy bombard-
ment for so long.? Beyond that, the war’s achievements fell consider-
ably short of what Prime Minister Olmert had promised the Israeli
people at the campaign’s beginning, namely, a prompt return of the
two abducted soldiers and a decisive crushing of Hezbollah as a viable
fighting force. Not only did the IDF’s lackluster performance adversely
affect the long-standing image of Israeli invincibility in the eyes of
the Arab world and the West, it reflected manifold and consequential
failures in strategy choice at the highest levels of the Israeli govern-
ment, both uniformed and civilian. Those failures, in turn, prompted
a groundswell of postwar recriminations throughout Israeli society in
search of culprits to blame. Those reverberations have persisted in Israel
to this day, albeit with much-reduced intensity by now, thanks in large
part to a considerably more successful subsequent IDF operation in
late December 2008 and early January 2009, under different civilian
and military leadership, against the terrorist organization Hamas in

21n 2005, the TIAF took control of Israel’s military space operations, making it formally
the Israel Air and Space Arm. In this book, however, it will be referred to for convenience
throughout by its more common and familiar descriptor “Air Force” (Chel Haavir in
Hebrew).

3The Katyusha, discussed in greater detail in Chapter Four, is an inaccurate unguided
107mm or 122mm rocket with an explosive front end and a range of between 12 and
20 miles. It is essentially the same weapon as that employed en masse by the Soviet Army
against the Wehrmacht on the Eastern Front during World War II. Hezbollah had an esti-
mated 13,000 or more of them stockpiled in southern Lebanon when the war began.
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the Gaza Strip adjacent to southern Israel in response to that organiza-
tion’s increasingly intolerable firing of rockets into Israeli population
centers throughout the preceding months. In the judgment of Israeli
public opinion, that operation went a long way toward restoring the
credibility of Israel’s deterrent and the image of its combat prowess that
had been diminished by the IDF’s less than stellar performance against
Hezbollah in Lebanon two and a half years before.

The IDF’s Chief of Staff at the time who largely determined the
character and course of Israel’s counteroffensive against Hezbollah,
Lieutenant General Dan Halutz, had previously served as Commander
of the IAF. When the crisis erupted, he was, by happenstance, the first
airman in Israel’s history to occupy the country’s top military posi-
tion.* Because his initial response was to rely almost entirely on preci-
sion standoff attacks for their hoped-for coercive effects rather than to
opt for a concurrent large-scale commitment of IDF troops in close
combat against Hezbollah on the ground, the campaign’s halting prog-
ress and less than decisive outcome—despite a remarkable early success
by the IAF against Hezbollah’s medium- and long-range rockets—Iled
many to conclude afterward, and in some cases even before the fighting
had ended, that because the IDF’s chief was an airman, he had natu-
rally succumbed to an inherent belief that the use of air power by itself
would somehow suffice in bringing about the war’s declared goals.

Furthermore, in a widespread early inference that persists in
many quarters to this day, those same observers adjudged that, because
Halutz’s initial choice of counteroffensive strategy forwent any signifi-
cant use of ground forces from the campaign’s start, the IDF’s even-
tual disappointing performance in the second Lebanon war attested, at
bottom, to a “failure of air power.” That hasty and unfounded infer-
ence ignored the important fact that the IDF’s counteroffensive, from
its opening moments onward, entailed not only around-the-clock

4To be fair to the facts, Halutz was only the second IAF commander to have been posted as
IDF Chief of Staff. The first was Chaim Laskov, who had served as IAF commander from
1951 to 1953. However, Laskov never attended pilot training and was a ground officer by
background and upbringing, having commanded Israel’s first armored battalion during the
War of Independence in 1948. After retiring as IAF commander in 1953, he was brought
back into active service and appointed to the position of Chief of Staff in 1958.
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strikes by IAF fighters and attack helicopters but also thousands of
daily rounds of ground-force artillery and battlefield rockets fired into
southern Lebanon against enemy targets, as well as covert hit-and-run
raids by Israeli special operations teams into Hezbollah-infested terri-
tory. All the same, as a British Royal Air Force ofhicer writing almost
a year after the fighting ended observed in commenting on the range
of public impressions of the campaign experience to date, the idea that
the IDF’s flawed performance reflected a simple “failure of air power”
rather than an accumulation of larger Israeli leadership sins of omission
and commission “appeared at the time to be the most general under-
standing of this particular campaign within the more thoughtful ele-
ments of the media.”

In this regard, in one of the first manifestations of that opinion
as Israel’s combat progress slowed after a week of fighting, a New York
Times report commenting on the failure of the IDF’s standoff attacks
to end the continual barrage of incoming Katyusha fire reminded read-
ers of how “recent combat history provides a chastening lesson that air
power, regardless of its accuracy and punch, cannot defeat even a con-
ventional adversary unless it is backed by ground forces”—as though
any responsible leader of any modern air force the world over would
suggest otherwise.® Shortly thereafter, another observer likewise cited
what he called “the history of perennial overoptimism about air power”
and added, in yet another assertion with which no responsible airman
anywhere in the world would disagree, that “it is simply impossible to
eliminate thousands of small, mobile, hidden, and easily resupplied
rockets via an air campaign.”’

Before long, ever more commentators not normally predisposed
to belittle the combat capability of today’s tools of air warfare began to
be heard giving vent to this gathering refrain. For example, one Israeli

5Group Captain Neville Parton, Royal Air Force (RAF), “Israel’s 2006 Campaign in the
Lebanon: A Failure of Air Power or a Failure of Doctrine?” Royal Air Force Air Power Review,
Summer 2007, p. 81.

6Thom Shanker, “To Disarm Shadowy Guerrilla Army, Isracli Air Power May Not Be
Enough,” New York Times, July 20, 2006.

7Philip H. Gordon, “Air Power Won’t Do It,” Washington Post, July 25, 2006.
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journalist opined that the IDF’s fitful performance at the end of more
than three weeks of fighting had “served to illustrate the limitations of
air power” and proved that “air power alone cannot solve the crisis.”®
In a related vein, another Israeli writer declared soon thereafter that
“technology has taken a blow in this war.” He went on to predict that
“the Israeli Air Force is going to come under tremendous criticism” for
its failure to negate the Katyusha threat.”

This last prediction, which was later shown to have been com-
pletely erroneous once the smoke had cleared, was made in evident
unawareness of the important fact, as will be documented in detail
in the chapters to follow, that the IAF was never tasked in the first
place by Israel’s military and civilian leaders with the responsibility for
countering Hezbollah’s daily rocket fire. It was not so tasked because,
by the candid admission of its own commander months before the
crisis broke, Israel’s air arm simply lacked the real-time target-location
wherewithal to attack and eliminate small and hidden weapons like
Hezbollah’s Katyushas to any degree that would make a significant
difference in affecting the campaign’s outcome. More to the point, the
above prediction was also put forward without any apparent aware-
ness, as likewise will be documented in the ensuing chapters, that the
Olmert government’s most senior civilian and military leaders had
entered into the campaign—in a fundamentally ill-advised strategic
misjudgment, it turned out—having peremptorily dismissed Hezbol-
lah’s short-range rockets as a mere nuisance factor. For that reason,
those leaders opted at the outset to forgo any serious attempt to negate
them and only awakened to the realization once the campaign was well
under way that the continuing rocket fire, in fact, represented a core
strategic threat to northern Israel’s civilian population and economy.

Notwithstanding all of that, as the IDF’s counteroffensive dragged
on with seemingly no end in sight, expressions of the ever-widening
belief with respect to “failed air power” soon broadened to include out-
right finger-pointing by some retired Israeli ground-force generals who

8 Arie Egozi, “Israeli Air Power Falls Short,” Flight International, August 1-7, 20006, p. 21.

Hillel Frisch, quoted in Molly Moore, “Israclis Confront ‘New Kind of War,” Washington
Post, August 9, 20006.
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scored Halutz for “creating expectations that the air force alone could
destroy Hezbollah in the beginning” and, in so doing, having wrongly
applied in his choice of strategy the allegedly “narrow tactical mental-
ity of the pilot he once was [and actually still was].”'? During the first
week after the UN-mandated ceasefire went into effect, the respected
British weekly news magazine 7he Economist remarked in this vein that
“the seductive idea that air power can provide swift victory with light
casualties has been around almost as long as the airplane itself.” Yet it
went on to declare that “in Lebanon, the Israeli Air Force found itself
in the worst of both worlds, killing civilians without achieving military
objectives.” In the last resort, it added, the Olmert government was
forced to send in ground troops “precisely in order to create the con-
scious perception of tangible military victory that air power alone had
failed to deliver.”" In close harmony with this increasingly prevalent
view that was beginning to emerge from the campaign experience, an
associate of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, in a brief
overview of Israel’s operations against Hezbollah, wrote that “for all
the kerosene expended, air power is not the answer to the problem.”
He went on to proclaim that “once again, the idea that air power can
be a substitute for military skill on the ground . . . is proving beguiling
but illusory.”2

To be sure, Israel’s defense establishment did not help itself greatly
in this respect, either during or after its counteroffensive in Lebanon,
by its failure to provide a fuller accounting of the key facts and figures
bearing on what was, in fact, a joint combat effort from the earliest
moments of the IDF’s response to Hezbollah’s provocation. The Israeli
defense community, most notably its uniformed component, has long
been hypercautious by inclination when it comes to disclosing even
the most basic facts about the capabilities, techniques, and operating
practices of its forces—facts that would be regarded by most Western
armed forces as in no way particularly sensitive. Indeed, the closed
nature and consequent near-opacity of Israel’s armed forces have, until

10 “The Blame Game,” 7he Economist, August 19, 20006, p. 43.
1I“Ap Enduring Illusion,” 7he Economist, August 26, 2006, pp. 20-21.
12 Andrew Brookes, “Air War over Lebanon,” Air International, September 2006, p. 23.
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recent years, often appeared to rival that of the former Soviet Union.
Today, with Israeli society more transparent than ever before, the once
heavily shrouded IDF has begun to show increasing signs of opening
itself up to outside scrutiny, at least at the margins. All the same, both
during and after the campaign, the IDF divulged virtually no details
about its force-employment activities that would allow outside observ-
ers to produce a reconstructed account of the fighting with any signifi-
cant degree of operational richness or clear appreciation of what mix
of force elements was actually in play at various stages of the fighting.

Nevertheless, a duly informed understanding of the campaign
and its essence must recognize and acknowledge that the Olmert
government’s—and, in particular, General Halutz’s—chosen opening
move for responding to Hezbollah’s provocation on July 12, 20006, was
never simplistically an air-only gambit. Rather, it was a deliberate resort
to precision standoff attacks that also included heavy IDF ground-force
fires from the opening moments in a situation in which not just Halutz
and his key subordinates in the General Headquarters, but also his
civilian superiors in the Olmert government to a man, were not pre-
pared at the outset to commit to a major push into southern Lebanon
on the ground owing to the certainty of high Israeli combat casual-
ties that any such move would inevitably produce. Without question,
major errors in situation assessment and strategy choice were made
by both Halutz and his civilian masters that were directly responsible
for producing the campaign’s less than satisfactory outcome for Israel.
Those errors will be duly spotlighted in the chapters that follow. Yet
what “failed” in this concatenation of poor leadership judgment calls
was not Israeli air power. Rather, it was a consequential blend of mis-
founded military and civilian leadership decisions at the highest level
of government with respect to the nature and aims of Israel’s opponent,
avowed campaign goals that were unachievable through any mix of
military force that the Israeli people and the international community
would likely countenance, the ultimate choice of alternatives for pursu-
ing the campaign’s objectives, and the management of public expecta-
tions as the counteroffensive unfolded.

The principal aim of this book is to develop and document the
above proposition by marshaling the broadest range of evidence deriv-
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able from the public record and from in-depth interviews with those
IDF principals, from General Halutz on down, who figured most cen-
trally in the planning of Israel’s campaign against Hezbollah. Because
of its unusually controversial nature, what the Olmert government
only later dubbed the second Lebanon war has been the most studied
episode in recent Israeli combat experience, and numerous creditable
accounts now abound on various aspects of the campaign’s conduct.!?
In light of the breadth and quality of that analysis and documenta-
tion, it would serve no useful purpose here to venture yet another all-
encompassing survey of the war. However, since Israeli #ir operations
and what they did or did not contribute to the war’s outcome continue
to be regarded in many quarters as the root cause of the IDF’s less than
phenomenal performance, they deserve closer attention than they have
thus far received in published assessments of the experience.!

13 Among these accounts, the richest in insider observations and insights is the collection
of essays by an assortment of retired IDF generals and other Israeli military-affairs experts
compiled in Shlomo Brom and Meir Elran, eds., 7he Second Lebanon War: Strategic Per-
spectives, Tel Aviv: Institute for National Strategic Studies, 2007. Other notably insightful
and well-informed treatments include Major General Isaac Ben-Israel, IAF (Res.), 7he First
Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, Tel Aviv: Program for Security Studies, College of Policy and
Government, Tel Aviv University, May 2007 (available in Hebrew only); Uri Bar-Joseph,
“Israel’s Military Intelligence Performance in the Second Lebanon War,” International Jour-
nal of Intelligence and Counterintelligence, October 2007; Avi Kober, “The Israel Defense
Forces in the Second Lebanon War: Why the Poor Performance?” The Journal of Strategic
Studies, February 2008; and David Makovsky and Jeffrey White, Lessons and Implications of
the Israel-Hizballah War: A Preliminary Assessment, Washington, D.C.: Washington Insti-
tute for Near East Policy, Policy Focus No. 60, October 2006. Without question the most
informed, comprehensive, and thorough reconstruction thus far of both high-level Israeli
government decisionmakng and the actual conduct of the war may be found in Amos Har’el
and Avi Issacharoff, 34 Days: Israel, Hezbollah, and the War in Lebanon, New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2008.

1\Yilliam M. Arkin, Divining Victory: Air Power in the 2006 Israel-Hezbollah War, Maxwell
Air Force Base, Ala.: Air University Press, 2007, is the sole assessment of any significant heft
to date that specifically considers the IAF’s contribution to the 2006 campaign. That study,
however, was an early look that relied mainly on media accounts and on-site inspection of
targeted structures in Lebanon, and it dwelled far more on the destructive effects achieved
by the IAF’s bombing than on the diverse strategic and operational aspects of the war’s plan-
ning and conduct. It also is uninformed by any input from senior IAF and IDF officers who
actually played a first-hand part in the planning and execution of the campaign.
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In providing that needed illumination, this book will remain
grounded throughout on the premise that the various intimations
noted above with respect to how the admitted shortcomings of the ini-
tial campaign plan pursued by General Halutz somehow “proved” yet
again that air power “cannot win wars by itself” have emanated from a
fundamental misunderstanding of modern air doctrine and the beliefs
of its most expert practitioners worldwide. As Colin Gray pointed out
well over a decade ago, “whether or not air forces can win wars by their
own largely unaided action is beside the point. . . . To be recognized
as an essential player in conflict, air power does not have to demon-
strate that it is able to win wars independently.” On the contrary, he
further observed, any suggestion that air power (or, for that matter, any
other force element) should be “capable of winning wars on its own”
entails the application of an “absurd standard that is not useful.”
More recently, Gray expanded on this important reminder by declar-
ing categorically that “the debate over air power versus land power is
long past its sell-by date.” Rightly calling that increasingly tiresome
yet seemingly unending contretemps a “dysfunctional disagreement,”
he noted that strategic worldviews that privilege either air power or
land power merely lend “fuel to a controversy that should be dead and
buried. The truth is that the more sophisticated advocates of air power
and the more balanced theorists for land power are both correct. The
relative importance of air and ground must depend on the situation.”

More to the point as it bears on Israel’s inconclusive counterof-
fensive against Hezbollah in 2006, Gray also rightly insisted a year
after the campaign ended that for air power “to secure strategic results
of value, it must serve a national and . . . overall military strategy that
are feasible, coherent, and politically sensible. If these basic require-
ments are not met,” as was demonstrably the case with the manner in
which Halutz and his civilian superiors collectively entered into the

15 Colin S. Gray, Explorations in Strategy, Westport, Conn.: Praeger Publishers, 1996,
pp. 58-59.

16Colin S. Gray, The Air Power Advantage in Future Warfare: The Need for Strategy, Maxwell
Air Force Base, Ala.: Air Force Research Institute, Research Paper 2007-2, December 2007,

pp- 2, 5.
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IDF’s response to Hezbollah’s provocation of July 12, 2006, “[then] air
power, no matter how impeccably applied tactically and operationally,
will be employed as a waste of life, taxes, and, frankly, trust between
the sharp end of [a nation’s] spear and its shaft. . . . There is a constant
danger that much more will be asked and expected of it than it can
deliver.” More than that, Gray went on to observe, a nation’s campaign
strategy can be so dysfunctional that it “cannot be rescued from defeat
by a dominant air power, no matter how that air power is employed.””
That dictum is wholly applicable to the IDF’s use of air power in con-
junction with all of its other force elements that ultimately figured in
Operation Change of Direction.

It is not the purpose of this book to chronicle the many circum-
stances that led to Israel’s second Lebanon war to begin with, to review
the IDF’s campaign in all aspects of its planning and conduct, or to
attempt to adjudicate, let alone apportion credit or blame for, the ulti-
mate rights and wrongs of the many decisions that were made, for
better and for worse, by Israel’s most senior civilian and military lead-
ers. Instead, the book simply seeks to present a fact-based account
of the intended role of Israel’s air arm in the campaign, with a view
toward clarifying how it did and did not figure in the many identifi-
able shortcomings in the ultimate planning and conduct of Operation
Change of Direction. Toward that end, the ensuing assessment first
reviews the IAF’s actual combat performance throughout the 34-day
counteroffensive. It then considers, in the fullest possible detail, what
successes it registered and what problems it encountered from the cam-
paign’s start to end. After that largely descriptive parsing of Israeli air
operations during the campaign, the book then turns to a synopsis of
the main findings arrived at by the Winograd Commission that was
convened by Prime Minister Olmert in the early aftermath of the cam-
paign to determine what lay at the heart of its disappointing results.'s
It next offers a less comprehensive but still thorough operational over-
view of the more successful 23-day campaign by the IDF against

17Gray, The Air Power Advantage in Future Warfare, pp. 15, 18, 20.

18The Winograd Commission was named for its appointed chairman, Judge Eliahu Wino-
grad, a retired president of the Tel Aviv District Court.
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Hamas in the Gaza Strip in late December 2008 and early January
2009 that reflected the many lessons that the IDF learned and assimi-
lated to improve its combat repertoire following its after-action assess-
ment of the many problems encountered during its eatlier experience
in Lebanon. Finally, the book clarifies what assurances were offered
with respect to what the IAF could usefully contribute to the joint con-
duct of Operation Change of Direction, what precautionary notes were
aired before the campaign’s start with respect to what the IAF could
not be expected to deliver by way of desired results, what larger consid-
erations ultimately lay at the root of the IDF’s flawed performance in
Israel’s second Lebanon war, and how one should now understand that
experience in light of all that has transpired in Israel’s security situation
during the ensuing years.






CHAPTER TWO

Highlights of the Campaign

The origins of the IDF’s 34-day war against Hezbollah in July and
August 2006 can be traced directly to the decision made by the govern-
ment of Prime Minister Ehud Barak six years before to withdraw Israeli
forces from southern Lebanon after an exhausting 18-year occupation
that had ensued in the wake of Israel’s first Lebanon war of 1982.! That
withdrawal, which was completed in May 2000, left a power vacuum
in the predominantly Shiite area south of the Litani River, which the
then-nascent Hezbollah organization lost little time in filling. Hezbol-
lah was greatly abetted in establishing this toechold by the Lebanese
government’s failure to deploy its own meager armed forces into the
territory that had been vacated by the IDF. Eight years before that
fateful move, in 1992, Hassan Nasrallah became the fledgling orga-
nization’s secretary general at age 30 after his predecessor, Abbas Al
Musawi, was killed by a missile fired on February 16 of that year from
an IAF AH-64 Apache attack helicopter in a targeted assassination
operation.

Nasrallah, who later rose to become Lebanon’s most flamboyant
and prominent politician, moved quickly after the IDF’s withdrawal in
2000 to grow Hezbollah into a domineering presence in Lebanese soci-

IFor the standard work on that first war from an informed Israeli perspective, see Ze'ev
Schiff and Ehud Ya’ari, Israel’s Lebanon War, New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984. For an
overview of the epic IAF air offensive against Syrian MiG fighters and SA-6 surface-to-air
missiles over Lebanon’s Beka’a Valley that preceded the IDF’s incursion into Lebanon in
strength on the ground in 1982, see also Benjamin S. Lambeth, 7he Transformation of Ameri-
can Air Power, Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2000, pp. 92-96.
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ety. His consuming goals entailed becoming the controlling political
force within Lebanon and bending every effort to destroy the state of
Israel in reprisal for its initial invasion and occupation of the country.
Portrayed by one account as “a man of God, gun and government, a
cross between Ayatollah Khomeini and Che Guevara, an Islamic pop-
ulist as well as a charismatic guerilla tactician,” he was more recently
described by Israel’s ambassador to the United States, Daniel Ayalon,
as “the shrewdest leader in the Arab world—and the most dangerous.”
Under Nasrallah’s leadership, Hezbollah soon became Iran’s forward
combat arm in Lebanon, with its most senior combatants receiving
sophisticated military training in Iran.

Indeed, through its well-funded Hezbollah proxy in Lebanon,
Iran ultimately succeeded in creating a de facto border for itself with
Israel that Israel, owing to simple geography, has been unable to recip-
rocate. When the Olmert government’s crisis with Hezbollah first
erupted on July 12, 2006, the IDF’s Directorate of Military Intelli-
gence (Agaf Ha'modi’in, or AMAN for short) was reporting a presence
of as many as 100 Iranian Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps combat-
ants operating on Hezbollah’s behalf within Lebanon’s territorial con-
fines.> Concurrent U.S. intelligence estimates aired in congressional
testimony indicated that Iran was subsidizing Hezbollah to the tune of
$100 million to $200 million a year in cash outlays alone.*

With respect to its military capability, estimates of Hezbollah’s
personnel strength before the war ranged from 3,500 to 5,000 active
supporters throughout Lebanon, including 500 or more hard-core
combatants trained by Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps,
the latter of whom had maintained a low-key presence in Lebanon
ever since the Iranian revolution of 1979. By any measure, Hezbol-

2Robin Wright, “Inside the Mind of Hezbollah,” Washington Post, July 16, 2006.

3Harry De Quetteville, “Iran Blamed as Lebanon Battle Widens,” Sunday Telegraph,
London, July 16, 2006. As the campaign unfolded, the Director of AMAN, IAF Major
General Amos Yadlin, declared flatly that Iran was “in up to its neck” in Hezbollah opera-
tions in Lebanon. (Roni Sofer, “Deputy Chief of Staff: Rocket Launchings Less Effective,”
Ynet News, Tel Aviv, July 23, 2006.)

4Neil MacFarquhar and Hassan M. Fattah, “At Crossroads, Hezbollah Goes on the Attack,”
New York Times, July 16, 2006.
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lah’s combat component, called Islamic Resistance, has grown since
its founding into a well-armed and able fighting force organized and
structured along classic military lines. It is anything but just another
ragtag group of angry Islamist terrorists imbued with arms and an atti-
tude. For its part, Hezbollah’s political component is one of the larger
blocs in the Lebanese Parliament, having won 14 of 128 seats in the
2005 election. After the formation of the national unity government of
Prime Minister Fouad Siniora, Hezbollah had one government minis-
ter and controlled 11 of 30 seats in the Lebanese government’s cabinet.

On the eve of the 2006 war, Hezbollah’s command structure and
distribution throughout Lebanon included

* a headquarters complex centered in the so-called security quad-
rant in the dahbiye in southern Beirut, principally in the Harat
Harik neighborhood containing Hezbollah’s operations center, as
well as Nasrallah’s residence and office’

* an operational core south of the Litani River most closely adjacent
to the Israeli border controlled by the Nasser Brigade, which con-
tained Hezbollah’s stocks of short-range rockets and numerous
combatants armed and fielded to resist an IDF ground invasion

* a rear area controlled by the Badr Command in the Nabatiya
Heights along the coast north of the Litani and south of Beirut
that offered defensive depth and a launch area for longer-range
rockets

* a more remote rear-area training and logistics center in the Beka’a
Valley near the Lebanese-Syrian border (see Figure 2.1 for a map
of the campaign’s area of operations).

The organization’s headquarters complex in the dahiye section of
Beirut was protected by security barriers and was guarded around the
clock by Hezbollah combatants who carefully checked the credentials
of all individuals entering and departing the compound. That com-
plex exercised command and control over Hezbollah’s extended-range
rocket and unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) units. It also housed a

3 Dahiye is the Arabic term for Beirut’s southern suburbs.



16 Air Operations in Israel’s War Against Hezbollah

Figure 2.1
Lebanese Area of Operations
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detachment of Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps who sup-
ported and trained Hezbollah’s military arm. (Figure 2.2 shows the
location of Hezbollah’s headquarters compound in the southern por-
tion of Beirut.)
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Figure 2.2
Location of Hezbollah's Headquarters Compound in the
Dahiye

SOURCE: IAF.
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With respect to what could be fairly characterized as Hezbollah’s
“strategic” rocket capability, Brigadier General Yossi Baidatz, the head
of AMAN’s Research Department, publicly indicated at the beginning
of the crisis that Hezbollah possessed “more than 100” medium-range
rockets with a range of approximately 25 to 45 miles, most notably
the Iranian-made Fajr 3 and Fajr 5, as well as longer-range Iranian-
made Zelzal rockets with a reach of 75 miles or more, the latter of
which could range as far as the heavily populated northern outskirts
of Tel Aviv.6 Other well-informed Israeli assessments later reported as
many as 1,000 known or suspected medium- and long-range rockets

6Ken Ellingwood, “Hezbollah Wields Improved Arsenal,” Los Angeles Times, July 15, 2006.
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in Hezbollah’s arms inventory at the time the war started.” (The rela-
tive reach of Hezbollah’s medium- and long-range rockets, as well as
of its shorter-range Katyushas, into Israel from a notional launch area
in southern Lebanon near the Israeli border is graphically depicted in
Figure 2.3.)

As its showdown with the IDF neared, Hezbollah’s provocations
along Lebanon’s southern border with Israel mounted steadily in fre-
quency and salience. One particularly notable hostile act was prompted
by the killing of the commander of the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Mah-

Figure 2.3
Hezbollah’s Rocket Coverage of Israel
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7See, for example, Ben-Israel, The First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p. 9. (The page num-
bers indicated hereinafter for citations from this document refer to those in an unpublished
English translation from the original Hebrew that was kindly produced for the author by the
U.S. Air Force Intelligence Analysis Agency.)
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moud Majdov, by a bomb explosion in May 2006 in Lebanon’s port
city of Sidon. Suspecting Israeli complicity, Hezbollah forces retaliated
by launching a disturbingly accurate rocket barrage against the IAF’s
northern ground-controlled intercept (GCI) radar facility located on
Mount Meron in northern Israel. They also attempted a kidnapping of
IDF soldiers that was thwarted by timely IDF action. Taken together,
those initiatives should have been read by the IDF as clear warning of
more of the same to come. On the heels of that provocation, however,
General Halutz simply decreed that the next time Hezbollah under-
took any such violation of Israeli sovereignty, its transgression would be
viewed as more than adequate justification for the IDF to seek a “new
arrangement along the border” through the application of appropriate
force.?

The ultimate casus belli for the 2006 campaign came in a surprise
move that, in retrospect, most now agree should have been anticipated
and duly hedged against by the IDF. At 0905 on the morning of July
12, 2006, a well-armed and practiced Hezbollah snatch team crossed
the Israeli border at an unmonitored point near the farming village of
Shtula and ambushed an unsuspecting IDF patrol during a fleetingly
vulnerable moment, killing three soldiers, capturing two more, and
promptly taking the latter across the border into Lebanon. This care-
fully staged abduction had long been in the works, with Hezbollah
merely awaiting a ripe opportunity. Nasrallah declared shortly there-
after that the attack, which caught the IDF completely by surprise,
had been planned for months with a view toward forcing negotiations
to win the release of numerous Islamist terrorists who were being held
captive by Israel. He added that he did not seck an escalation of fight-
ing in southern Lebanon, let alone a full-fledged war with Israel, but
that “if Israel chooses confrontation, we are ready, and it should expect
surprises.”

It was widely thought in Western capitals at the time that the
precise timing of Hezbollah’s abduction of the Israeli soldiers had been

8Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 71.

9Anthony Shadid and Scott Wilson, “Hezbollah Raid Opens Second Front for Israel,” Wash-
ington Post, July 13, 2006.
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dictated by Iran to draw attention away from the latter’s nuclear weap-
ons development ambitions, which had lately come under the interna-
tional spotlight as a focal point of often heated discussion and debate.
Israel’s ambassador to the United States later suggested in this regard
that “the real masterminds” behind Hezbollah’s latest provocation
resided in Tehran and Damascus.!® Whatever the case, Hezbollah’s
cross-border operation and its seizure of the two Israeli soldiers had
the net effect of opening a second front for Israel after IDF forces had
entered the Gaza Strip the previous month in search of an IDF soldier,
Corporal Gilad Shalit, who had been captured there by Palestinian ter-

rorists on June 25.

Initial Reliance on Standoff Attacks

Once the command post at IDF Northern Command’s headquarters
became aware that one of its patrols had failed to check in, it imme-
diately declared a “Hannibal” incident (for a suspected troop abduc-
tion) and dispatched another detachment equipped with a Merkava
main battle tank to search for the missing soldiers. Shortly after that
newly tasked detachment crossed into southern Lebanon in pursuit of
the suspected abductors, it was drawn into a well-laid Hezbollah trap,
resulting in the Merkava’s being blown up by a heavy mine and four
more IDF soldiers being killed. The event was observed as it occurred
by an IAF UAV that happened to be orbiting overhead, and streaming

10Karby Leggett, Jay Solomon, and Neil King, Jr., “Threat of Wider Mideast War Grows,”
Wall Street Journal, July 14, 2006. Halutz’s predecessor as Chief of Staff, IDF Lieutenant
General Moshe Ya’alon, similarly suggested that the provocation had been “masterminded”
by Iran and “facilitated” by Syria, adding that its timing coincided perfectly with a deadline
that had been imposed by a U.S.-led coalition for Iran to respond to an offer regarding its
nuclear program. (Katie Stuhldrehder, “Global Sanctions on Tehran Sought,” Washington
Times, July 20, 2006.) By one informed account, most of the medium-range rockets in Hez-
bollah’s arsenal were of Syrian origin. Indeed, at the time the war started, Hezbollah was said
to have possessed more of such rockets than the Syrian military establishment itself. (Inter-
view with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF Headquarters,
Ha’kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009.)
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electro-optical and infrared imagery of the explosion was transmitted
in real time to monitors in IDF operations centers and command posts
throughout Israel.

The first Israeli air presence to enter the fray in response was a
two-ship element of IAF attack helicopters that had been scrambled
from an alert posture to investigate the two incidents. They arrived at
0939 at Phase Line 105 along the Israeli-Lebanese border where the
abduction had occurred just half an hour before. The helicopter crews
found the smoldering wreckage of the abducted patrol’s Humvee and
the bodies of the three slain IDF troops that had been left behind, but
no sign of any Hezbollah forces or of the two captured soldiers. Shortly
thereafter, in clear testimony to the Islamist organization’s tight top-
down discipline and control, Hezbollah’s Al Manar television chan-
nel, headquartered in Beirut, gleefully reported the successful kidnap-
ping incident for all to see at 1015, barely more than an hour after it
occurred.

It did not take long for Israel’s senior leadership to roll into
the gathering crisis and take the lead in issuing orders with respect
to initial military responses. As soon as he learned of the abduction,
Minister of Defense Peretz authorized the immediate execution of
two preplanned response options: attacking all of Hezbollah’s forti-
fied positions along Lebanon’s southern border with Israel and closing
off likely abductor escape routes deeper inside Lebanon with quick-
reaction IAF air attacks. A little more than an hour after the abduc-
tion, at 1020, the initial wave of reactive air strikes crossed into Leba-
nese airspace, with IAF F-16s engaging and destroying all 17 of the
border observation posts of Islamic Resistance along the Blue Line (the
UN term for Lebanon’s southern border) and also dropping the first
three of many bridges across the Litani River farther north. Concur-
rently, units of the IDF’s 91st Division initiated massive artillery fire
against Hezbollah targets in southern Lebanon that had been prese-
lected by Northern Command.

This initial round of combined-arms reaction constituted the
IDF’s most massive use of force since Israel’s withdrawal from its
18-year presence in southern Lebanon six years before. From mid-
morning onward, IAF fighters repeatedly struck dozens of assigned
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targets in an effort that was described by the Olmert government as
intended to slow the movement of the abducted soldiers’ captors. In
one early example of such attacks, IAF F-16s dropped five additional
bridges in rapid succession on Lebanon’s coast south of Sidon as for-
mations of Israeli tanks and ground troops moved northward to the
border to assume potential battle positions.!!

The next round of offensive air operations began at noon after
the IDF General Headquarters issued a formal order called the Fourth
Dimension, which directed aerial attacks against 69 targeted bridges
in southern Lebanon, likewise ostensibly to help prevent any escape
of the Hezbollah kidnappers.? During a subsequent impromptu plan-
ning meeting at 1245 between Defense Minister Peretz and Chief of
Staff Halutz to consider a menu of options for the next steps, Halutz
reportedly argued adamantly for “extremely aggressive activity along
the [border],” with a view toward “creating new rules in the game.”
He pressed especially hard for IAF strike fighters to go after Leba-
nese infrastructure assets in full earnest. According to one informed
account, he said: “We have to put out all the lights in Lebanon. We
can shut off their electricity for a year.” Peretz rightly rejected this call
by Halutz to include Lebanese infrastructure in the gathering cam-
paign’s targeting objectives for a good reason that will be addressed
presently. However, Halutz continued to press hard for taking every
possible advantage of the looming first night so that IDF forces could
fully recapture the initiative before the wheels of diplomacy took over
and foreclosed any opportunity for Israel to deal a potentially fatal
blow to Hezbollah. He quickly concluded, rightly, that the return of

' Nicholas Blanford, “Deconstructing Hizbullah’s Surprise Military Prowess,” Jane’s Intel-
ligence Review, November 20006, p. 21. If the intent of this targeting of bridges was to prevent
any access by Hezbollah to the part of Lebanon closest to the Israeli border south of the
Litani River, it most likely failed to achieve its hoped-for objective. Although the dropping
of bridges by the IAF definitely impeded major surface movement by large vehicles, Hezbol-
lah still enjoyed reasonable freedom of north-south passage by advancing on foot or by using
bicycles, motorcycles, or four-wheel-drive trucks and automobiles.

12Mate M. Matthews, We Were Caught Unprepared: The 2006 Hezbollah-Israeli War, Fort
Leavenworth, Kan.: U.S. Army Combined Arms Center, Combat Studies Institute Press,
2008, p. 36. Many of the undocumented facts and figures in this chapter were originally
released in daily IDF reports to the press.
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the abducted soldiers should 7oz be declared a campaign goal, since
any such hope was almost certainly unattainable and thus unrealistic.
But quite wrongly, he insisted repeatedly and vehemently on attack-
ing “Hezbollah and the Lebanese government. Both of them.”3 For
his part, the head of the IDF’s Operations Directorate, Major Gen-
eral Gadi Eisenkott, reportedly suggested early on that all participants
should consider “simmering down and thinking matters over before
acting [and] limiting the air strikes to a few hours.” His was evidently
a lone voice in that respect, however.!

With respect to Hezbollah’s “strategic” rocket arsenal (that is,
those rockets that could range farthest into Israel), Halutz at first
wanted to defer any effort to go after the Zelzals and Fajrs out of con-
cern that any such early preemptive venture by the IAF would merely
trigger an immediate escalation by Hezbollah by initiating a nonstop
barrage of Katyushas into northern Israel. On this issue, Peretz took the
opposing side and elected to proceed with such an attack as a first order
of business during the earliest window of opportunity that coming
night, despite the fact that the IAF’s Operational Analysis Branch had
predicted that between 100 and 400 Lebanese “innocent bystand-
ers” could be killed during the operation.> Peretz further approved
an attack against the Beirut airport but not, at least yet, against any

13Harel and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 78. This was not the first time that Halutz had called
for such a response. In late 2005, in a planning session regarding Lebanon presided over by
then—Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, Halutz proposed massive air attacks against Lebanon’s
infrastructure if there was another serious provocation by Hezbollah. To that suggestion,
Sharon reportedly replied emphatically: “As for operations on the Lebanese border, this has
been the policy for the last five years at least. I said that whatever doesn’t have to be done over
there—shouldn’t be done.” (Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 71.)

14Olmert’s advisers later said that no consideration had been given to the alternative of not
responding at all. Said one adviser: “It was clear to all of us that we had to respond. . . .
The nature of the response was rooted in the decisions that had been made in March 2006,
when a basket of targets had been approved. In previous discussions, all the security agencies
had recommended a major military operation in the event of another kidnapping attempt.”

(Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, pp. 76-77.)

15Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 79. To which Yuval Diskin, the director of Israel’s inter-
nal security service, Shin Bet, reportedly replied: “What do you mean by ‘innocent bystand-
ers?” These people go to sleep with rockets in their bedrooms.”
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electrical power-generating facilities, on the reasonable ground that any
damage done to the airport could be repaired fairly quickly and easily,
but not so in the case of Lebanon’s electrical power grid. Peretz addi-
tionally argued, with good reason, that any attack against the latter
target set would simply unify Lebanon’s citizens and turn them against
Israel rather than against Hezbollah.16

At 1250 on July 12, Prime Minister Olmert convened a press con-
ference. In his first public pronouncement regarding the abduction and
what it had set in motion, he declared emphatically—in the first of
many ensuing errors in situation assessment and strategic judgment on
his and his government’s part that ultimately accounted for the coun-
teroffensive’s indecisive outcome for Israel in the end: “The events of
this morning cannot be considered a terrorist strike; they are acts of
a sovereign state that has attacked Israel without cause.” More reason-
ably, Olmert further characterized the assault on the IDF patrol and
the abduction of the two soldiers as “an act of war” and promised Hez-
bollah a “painful and far-reaching response.” He warned in addition
that his government would gather that evening to decide upon a course
of action and that the IDF’s response would be “thundering.””

Five days later, in a speech to the Knesset that showed no indi-
cation whatever of any deep and serious prior strategy deliberation,
Olmert declared, among others, the following four goals of his govern-
ment’s intended course of action:

* an unconditional return of the two kidnapped soldiers by
Hezbollah

e the establishment of a “new situation” in Lebanon

1611 this ruling, the Israeli leadership was clearly considering proportionality, but, as will be
later shown, it failed to communicate this inclination clearly to the international commu-
nity. In so failing, it did not extract the fullest use of its intentions in its information opera-
tions and allowed Hezbollah free rein in the information war, which the terrorist organiza-
tion exploited to the limit. I am grateful to Air Vice-Marshal M. P. Colley, RAF, for calling
this important point to my attention.

17 Roger Cohen, “Price of Disengagement—Beirut and Gaza Burn,” International Herald
Tribune,” July 15, 2006; “The Crisis Widens,” 7he Economist, July 15, 2006, p. 45.
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* enhanced IDF deterrence against outside threats
* the disarming and removal of all Hezbollah forces from southern
Lebanon.'s

The first goal was excessive to a fault, since all Hezbollah would need
to do to be able to claim “victory” in the end would be to refuse to
return the abducted soldiers, thus depriving Olmert of the ability to
make good on his promise to the Israeli people. More important from
the perspective of his government’s decisionmaking process, it also was
completely counter to, and seemingly unmindful of, Halutz’s more
realistic and reasonable prior determination that seeking a return of
the kidnapped soldiers should be rejected forthwith as an unattainable
goal—which instantly raises the most basic question as to why Halutz
accepted it without challenge, as he evidently did. Olmert’s second
goal was equally a reach, but at least it was achievable in principle if a
wise strategy were followed. The third raised the obvious question of
how. The fourth goal, finally, was as extravagant as the first. Although
achievable in principle, it could only have been attained at a cost far
greater than the Olmert government and the Israeli people would most
likely have been willing to pay in terms of both IDF casualties incurred
and, most likely, a renewed Israeli military presence in southern Leba-
non with no end in sight.

The first and last of these four lofty promises, both unfulfilled in
the end, would come back to haunt the Olmert incumbency once the
postwar recriminations and assorted efforts to apportion blame had
begun to gather momentum. Notably, moreover, these were not the
more focused mission assignments that were transmitted to the IDF for
execution by Halutz. The latter, which were more modest and attain-
able in scope, were

* to exact from Hezbollah a grossly disproportionate price for its
provocation in kidnapping the IDF soldiers

18 Ben-Israel, 7he First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p. 19; Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days,
pp- 107-108; address by Prime Minister Ehud Olmert to the Knesset, July 17, 2006.
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* to improve the sense of security in northern Israel
* to create conditions for the return of the kidnapped soldiers
* to prevent any escalation of the fighting to include Syria."”

Viewed in hindsight, the all but total disconnect between these two
clearly contradictory sets of declared goals on the part of Olmert and
Halutz was the main underlying cause of the widespread perception
of IDF failure after Israel’s counteroffensive against Hezbollah ended,
because it raised popular expectations to a level that the IDF, with
its more limited mission tasking and deep-seated aversion to incur-
ring casualties, could never satisfy. Chapter Seven explores further this
disconnect and its harmful influence on the course and outcome of
the ensuing campaign, as well as the associated issue of culpability on
the part of the Olmert government’s top security principals for the
campaign’s most basic failings. It also looks more deeply into the gov-
ernment’s initially intended game plan, the decisionmaking process
through which it was arrived at, and the various miscues and mistakes
made along the way as the campaign unfolded—ultimately accounting
for the war’s inconclusive outcome for Israel.

Meanwhile, as the first day of the crisis continued to unfold,
Defense Minister Peretz, echoing Olmert’s initial error in situation
assessment, similarly charged the Lebanese government with being
“directly responsible” for the fate of the abducted Israeli soldiers—a
charge that lacked any foundation from the very outset, considering
the powerlessness of Lebanon’s weak security establishment to influ-
ence Hezbollah’s military activities in any significant way.?* A later
assessment of the second Lebanon war rightly called the implied pre-
sumption by Peretz and Halutz that the Lebanese Army could initi-
ate any effective action against Nasrallah’s organization both “flawed
and . . . rather naive from its inception,” considering that that weak
army had never before been able to enforce its will on @y militia
groups, least of all on Hezbollah, “the strongest militia force yet to have

O Interview with Lieutenant General Dan Halutz, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviy,
March 26, 2008.

20Shadid and Wilson, “Hezbollah Raid Opens Second Front for Israel.”
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formed in Lebanon.”?! (For its part, the Lebanese government immedi-
ately disavowed any complicity in the cross-border raid by Hezbollah,
even as it did nothing to try to persuade the organization to return the
two soldiers while there remained time to avoid a war.)2? Also echoing
the second of Olmert’s two plainly unattainable declared goals, Peretz
further declared emphatically: “We will break Hezbollah. We will not
allow this conflict to end with Hezbollah returning to the same posi-
tion it held before.”?

Halutz likewise showed an initial inclination toward impulsive-
ness without first considering the possible downside implications of his
rhetoric when he underscored Peretz’s threat by warning that “nothing
is safe” in Lebanon and that both Beirut and Hezbollah’s most valued
assets in it would be targeted. He further warned, in what he should
have understood instantly was a threat aimed at the wrong audience,
that if the government of Prime Minister Siniora failed to indicate any
willingness to intervene and ramp down the mounting confrontation,
the IDF would “turn back the clock in Lebanon by 20 years.”* Later
that afternoon, at around 1600, a second wave of IAF fighters hit 40
more preplanned targets throughout southern Lebanon, adding fur-
ther to the more than 100 air strikes that reportedly took place during
the first 12 hours of the IAF’s continuing response. According to an
IDF statement that was later released to the press, the targets struck
the first day included three bridges over the Litani River, two bridges

21Sanu Kainikara and Russell Parkin, Pathways to Victory: Observations from the 2006 Israel-
Hezbollah Conflict, Canberra: Royal Australian Air Force, Air Power Development Centre,
October 2007, pp. 60—61. That assessment further noted that even informed Israeli observ-
ers had gone on record in pointing out that it had been a “mistake” for Peretz and Halutz
“to think that Israeli military action would persuade the Lebanese government to try to
disarm Hezbollah,” citing a cautionary note voiced to that effect a year before the outbreak of
the second Lebanon war by Efraim Inbar, in “Prepare for the Next Round,” Jerusalem Post,
August 15, 2005.

22Greg Myre, “Isracl Widens Scope of Attacks Across Lebanon,” New York Times, July 16,
2006.

23 Alon Ben-David, “Israel-Hizbullah Conflict Threatens to Envelop Region,” Jane’s Defence
Weekly, July 19, 2006, p. 5.

24Dayid Ignatius, “Behind the Crisis, a Push Toward War,” Washington Post, July 14, 2006.
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over the Al Zahrani River, numerous access roads leading away from
the abduction site, and Hezbollah positions spread across the hillsides
of southern Lebanon.

As the first day of IDF strike operations in response to the abduc-
tion neared an end, it was becoming increasingly clear that the pre-
ferred approach of the Olmert government, at least for the time being,
would be to rely exclusively on standoff attacks by IAF fighters and
attack helicopters, supplemented as appropriate by IDF artillery and
M270 Multiple-Launch Rocket System (MLRS) fire against known
Hezbollah positions south of the Litani River, rather than to resort to
any early commitment of Israeli troops in a pitched battle against Hez-
bollah forces on the ground. Several months earlier, in planning for a
possible showdown against Hezbollah of the sort that was now devel-
oping, the IDF’s Directorate of Operations had developed two fairly
elaborate and detailed contingency response options. The first, code-
named “Icebreaker” (Shoverer Ha’kerach in Hebrew), called solely for a
precision standoff-attack operation lasting 48 to 72 hours, along with
concurrent preparations for a possible limited land counteroffensive to
follow immediately thereafter. The second, called “Supernal Waters”
(Mei Marom), entailed a major-war operation that envisaged several
days of standoff-only preparation, a concurrent large-scale call-up of
IDF reserve forces for possible imminent commitment, and either a
halt to standoff fire alone after 48—72 hours or an escalation to com-
bined air and ground operations aimed at decisively pushing Hezbol-
lah’s forces north of the Litani River.?”

2 Interview with the head of the IAF’s Campaign Planning Department during Operation
Change of Direction, IAF Headquarters, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2008. As this since-retired
IAF colonel later recalled, the ultimate intent of the “Icebreaker” option, which was con-
ceived from the start as eventually evolving into a joint air-ground counteroffensive, was to
“prepare the army to invade.” An underlying premise was that the Israeli government would
enlist the aid of the diplomatic process, and most particularly the involvement of the United
States, at an early stage during the counteroffensive, with a view toward achieving prompt
military objectives against Hezbollah followed by a politically imposed end to the fighting
on terms favorable to Israel. That, however, did not occur once Operation Change of Direc-
tion was at the brink of being initiated. Instead of choosing to implement the existing and
well-developed plan, the IDF chief and his civilian superiors in the Olmert government
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Motivated by a determination to avoid any return to what Israel’s
rank and file had come to call “the Lebanese mud,” Halutz elected not
to implement either of the preplanned and readily available Mei Marom
and Shoverer Ha’kerach options, choosing instead to pursue a standoff-
only counteroffensive strategy, at least for the campaign’s initial phase.
If IDF precision standoff attacks alone would suffice to coerce Nasral-
lah into the desired behavior, Halutz wished to forgo needlessly risking
early friendly troop fatalities from close combat with Hezbollah’s dis-
ciplined and well-trained fighters. In this considered choice, he gained
the instant assent of both Olmert and Peretz, who, for their part,
feared implicitly that Israel’s general populace would not be disposed to
countenance the large number of IDF combat casualties that any such
combined-arms operation would almost inevitably produce. Accord-
ingly, Halutz issued the order for previously tasked IAF fighter squad-
rons to begin preparing to execute, later that night, their carefully
preplanned and well-rehearsed operation against Hezbollah’s known
medium-range Fajr rocket storage sites, which had been code-named
Operation Mishkal Sguli (“Specific Weight”). He further directed desig-
nated aircrews to begin mission planning for a limited offensive against
selected aim points associated with Beirut’s Rafiq Hariri International
Airport and against Hezbollah’s Al Manar television studio and trans-
mission facilities in the dahiye section of Beirut.

Although its success was not publicized at the time either by IDF
spokesmen or by representatives of the Olmert government, Operation
Mishkal Sguli (discussed in fuller detail in Chapter Three) was car-
ried out without an apparent hitch during the early morning hours of
July 13. In the course of a 34-minute offensive involving 40 F-15I and
E-161 fighters equipped with imaging infrared targeting pods and sup-
ported by a number of UAVs of several types, only some 20 Lebanese
civilians (most likely Hezbollah members or supporters who happened
to be occupying the targeted structures) were assessed afterward by
AMAN and IAF intelligence as having been inadvertently killed in
the attack, fewer than 10 percent of the number initially predicted by

elected to improvise their response to Hezbollah’s last-straw provocation on July 12, 2006.
(Interview at Tel Nof Air Base, Israel, March 29, 2009.)
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those agencies and the IAF’s Operational Analysis Branch in a worst-
case assessment that they had performed on very short notice.26 One
of the most informed and thorough Israeli scholarly assessments of the
war to date, citing what were described as “reliable IAF sources,” later
reported that “hundreds” of Hezbollah medium-range rockets and 44
launchers were eliminated during the carefully choreographed attack.?”
A senior IAF intelligence officer later characterized the performance as
“a case study in operational perfection.”?

Not long thereafter, at 0400 on the morning of July 13, a separate
formation of IAF fighters dropped four 2,000-Ib laser-guided bombs
(LGBs) on the main runway intersections at the Rafiq Hariri Interna-
tional Airport west of Beirut, the avowed purpose being to deny Hez-
bollah the continued use of its central hub for incoming weapons and
supplies until the crisis had subsided to the IDF’s satisfaction.?” The
initial attack cratered and closed all three of the airport’s runways, but
it carefully avoided hitting the terminal building. It had the intended
effect of immediately diverting all incoming flights to alternate landing
facilities throughout the region. An IDF spokesman later said that the
IAF had closed down the Beirut airport because the latter is “a central

26 Bar-Joseph, “Israel’s Military Intelligence Performance in the Second Lebanon War,”
p. 587. The F-161, deliveries of which began in 2004, is a two-seat multirole strike fighter
developed expressly to satisfy unique IAF operational requirements. Its crew consists of a
pilot in the forward cockpit who serves as aircraft commander and flies the aircraft and
a weapons systems officer (WSO) in the aft cockpit who manages other complex mission
details. Removable conformal fuel tanks mounted on each side of the upper fuselage just
above the wing roots give the aircraft an unrefueled combat radius of more than 500 miles,
which almost matches that of the F-15I, the IAF’s rough equivalent of the U.S. Air Force’s
F-15E Strike Eagle. It is the only IAF aircraft that carries the fully integrated Litening II
targeting pod. It also carries the IAF’s SPICE 2000 munition, which is part of a family of
standoff weapons being developed by Rafael. (Fulghum, Wall, and Barrie, “All-Arms Actack:
New Satellite Surveillance System Was Key Israeli Tool in Raid on Syria,” pp. 32-33.)

27 Bar-Joseph, “Israel’s Military Intelligence Performance in the Second Lebanon War,
pp- 584-585.

28I nterview with Brigadier General Itai Brun, IAF, Director, Dado Center for Interdisciplin-
ary Military Studies, Glilot Base, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2008.

29 Arkin, Divining Victory, p. 9.
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hub for the transfer of weapons and supplies to the Hezbollah terrorist
organization.”

In addition, during the early morning hours of July 13, IAF fight-
ers bombed the main headquarters of Hezbollah’s Al Manar television
station in downtown Beirut (the facility’s name means “the signpost” or
“the beacon” in Arabic). This facility, a major instrument of Hezbollah
information operations and an entity that had been branded a terrorist
organization by both the Israeli and U.S. governments, had long played
a central role in helping Hezbollah nurture a culture of deep hatred of
Israel and of resistance against Western influence among Lebanon’s
Shiite population and elsewhere in the region.’ In this instance, how-
ever, the attack did not achieve its intended effect, for the station was
back on the air again after only two minutes of down time following
the IAF’s strike against the facility’s main building. (It was later learned
that the station had preexisting emergency plans for just such a contin-
gency, with exits identified and staff briefed on how to get out quickly
if the building were to come under attack and with alternate transmis-
sion sites ready to take over so that the station could continue broad-
casting. There were further reports that the station also maintained
mobile transmitters operating from vehicles and a team of ten Western-
educated engineers, called “Al Manar’s fedayeen,” constantly on call to
keep the station on the air.)3? The IAF’s failure to neutralize this crucial

30Hassan M. Fattah and Steven Erlanger, “Israel Blockades Lebanon; Wide Strikes by Hez-
bollah,” New York Times, July 14, 2006.

31 As described in one account, Al Manar was expressly established by Hezbollah as the first
organization of its kind “for use as an operational weapon and an integral part of its plan to
reach not only the citizens of Lebanon but also the broader Arab and Muslim worlds.” The
television station “employs sophisticated methods to influence public opinion and behavior,
targeting every segment of Palestinian society, beginning with children,” with the intent “to
incite and mobilize people to take action against Israel and the United States . . . by propa-
gating messages of hate and violence. . . .” (Lieutenant Colonel Bruce K. Johnson, U.S. Air
Force (USAF), “Dawn of the Cognetic Age: Fighting Ideological War by Putting Thought in
Motion with Impact,” Air and Space Power Journal, Winter 2007.)

32]ay Solomon and Mariam Fam, “Lebanese News Network Draws Fire as Arm of Militant
Group,” Wall Street Journal, July 28, 2006. The Al Manar television station, with more than
200 million reported viewers worldwide through satellite links, was described by the IDF as
Hezbollah’s main tool for propaganda and incitement. In an attempted foray into cyberspace
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enemy asset once and for all allowed Hezbollah to dominate the battle
of narratives throughout the campaign and, after the fighting ended,
to create an enduring perception among its people and throughout the
Arab world that it had emerged the winner.?* As will be seen later, this
achievement by Hezbollah contrasted markedly with the Israeli leader-
ship’s poor communication in pursuit of the sympathies and support of
its own people and the larger international community, both of which
could have been key players in any Israeli strategy aimed at seizing and
maintaining the inside track in the information war.

By the end of the IDF’s first full day of combat operations, it had
become clear that the Olmert government’s chosen course of action
in responding to Hezbollah’s provocation of July 12 was centered on
a studied avoidance of any early commitment of Israeli ground troops
to major battle. The first formal operational order issued by the IDF
General Staff on July 13, which referred to the unfolding campaign
as Operation Just Reward, expressly stated that the campaign would
be, at least at the outset, exclusively a standoff, fires-based, and open-
ended counteroffensive. (It did 7oz announce or implement what a later
assessment sponsored by the U.S. Army’s Combat Studies Institute
incorrectly described as a “stand-alone air campaign.”34)

warfare, the IDF sought for a time to insert malicious signals into the station’s programming.
In the end, however, it was unable to stop Hezbollah from continuing to transmit through-
out the 34-day campaign.

331n what may have been a harbinger of a more generic new targeting fact of life that West-
ern air forces will need to contend with in pursuit of better concepts of operations, the IAF’s
inability to shut down Al Manar was reminiscent of a similar problem encountered by U.S.
Central Command’s air component three years earlier during the three-week major combat
phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom. In that earlier instance, the antennas of the Arabic-
language Al Jazeera television station in Baghdad were struck by U.S. cruise-missile submu-
nitions in an attempt to stop the facility from transmitting Ba’ath Party leadership inter-
views and other propaganda that was working to the advantage of Saddam Hussein’s regime.
Because of the television network’s redundant broadcast systems, that attack kept the station
off the air for only six hours. (Interview with Major General Daniel J. Darnell, USAF, Wash-
ington, D.C., August 6, 2000.)

34 Matthews, We Were Caught Unprepared, pp. 36-37.
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The Standoff War Continues

Viewed in hindsight, the range of target types engaged by IAF air-
craft and by IDF artillery and MLRS fire, the number of target aim
points attacked during those operations, and the number of combat
sorties flown during the first 24 hours of Israel’s counteroffensive neatly
typified the battle rhythm and operational focus of the IDF’s standoff
attacks for virtually the entire 33 ensuing days of the war. In addition
to the Beirut international airport and the Al Manar television facil-
ity, targets struck on July 13 included Hezbollah headquarters com-
plexes, training camps, munitions storage facilities, major road arteries
(including the main overland highway connecting Beirut and Damas-
cus), bridges in southern Lebanon, television and cellular telephone
transmission towers, and observation posts along the border with Israel.

Perhaps not surprisingly, the sudden and unexpected combina-
tion of Operation Mishkal Sguli and the IAF’s attack on the Al Manar
television station provoked, by way of an escalated enemy response,
what two Israeli journalists aptly labeled “Hezbollah’s rocket war.”
That sustained reprisal exposed, for the first time, the full extent of
the vulnerability of Israel’s home front to often deadly, if militarily
ineffective, Katyusha fire from southern Lebanon. Seen in retrospect,
Hezbollah’s response was entirely predictable once the Olmert govern-
ment chose to continue its air and artillery strikes after the first day of
bombing, knowing full well that any such action would almost surely
trigger an open-ended reprisal by way of sustained Katyusha attacks,
against which Israel was defenseless.

In addition to the continual barrage of short-range Katyushas,
a medium-range rocket landed in Haifa late in the afternoon of July
13. That was the deepest that Hezbollah had struck into Israel to that
point.>* Hezbollah’s attack on Haifa had the almost immediate effect
of shutting down Israel’s third-largest city, to all intents and purposes,
and sending thousands of residents of northern Israel in flight down

35Har’el and Issacharoff, 34 Days, p. viii.

36Karby Leggett, Jay Solomon, and Neil King, Jr., “Threat of Wider Mideast War Grows,”
Wall Street Journal, July 14, 2006.
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the southbound highways to escape the now-embattled city. The rapid
evacuation of civilians converted Haifa almost instantly into a ghost
town, with its beaches now empty, small stores and restaurants closed,
the city’s central business district vacant, its port closed, and all incom-
ing ships diverted to the south. As one eyewitness account noted, Hez-
bollah’s steady incoming rocket fire “promptly paralyzed a large swath
of northern Israel, shuttering factories, offices and stores and sending
large numbers of people into bunkers or searching for safe haven fur-
ther south.”” Of Israel’s two million northern residents, a third were
estimated to have evacuated southward as the rocket fire continued.
This escalation of the crisis by Hezbollah led an Israeli spokeswoman
on scene, Miri Eisin, to declare that the Olmert government was now
ever more “determined that at the end of this war, we will be in a dif-
ferent strategic situation on our border.”3

Hezbollah also, for the first time, fired into Israel a volley of
medium-range rockets with high-explosive front ends. Several of these
landed deep inside the country near the town of Afula 30 miles south
of the Lebanese border. (Figure 2.4 shows the substantial damage done
to an apartment building located in a village well south of Israel’s
border with Lebanon when it was struck by a Syrian-made 220mm
medium-range rocket armed with a large high-yield warhead and some
10,000 steel projectiles intended to achieve a widespread antipersonnel
effect.) Impressively, orbiting IAF combat aircraft, sometimes cued by
real-time UAV surveillance, repeatedly responded with time-sensitive
targeting (TST) attacks that destroyed, often within single-digit min-
utes, the launchers that had fired the rockets. All the same, Nasrallah
threatened more longer-range attacks if Israel did not promptly cease
its aerial and artillery bombardment. He called Hezbollah’s rocket
attack on Afula “just the beginning of this stage.”

37Jay Solomon, Karby Leggett, Guy Chazan, and Neil King, Jr., “In Battle to Remove Hez-
bollah, Both Israel, Lebanon Pay Price,” Wall Street Journal, July 24, 2006.

38Scott Wilson and Anthony Shadid, “Isracl Answers Hezbollah Strike,” Washington Post,
July 17, 2006.

39Robin Wright and Jonathan Finer, “Rice Renews Talks in Mideast,” Washington Post,
July 30, 2006.
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Figure 2.4
Rocket Damage to an Israeli Civilian Residence

SOURCE: IAF.

RAND MG835-2.4

In response, the Olmert government chose to counterescalate by
going after Hezbollah’s nerve center in the dahiye section of southern
Beirut in a massive way. The aerial attacks on the dahiye began during
the early evening of July 14. All civilians were assessed as having previ-
ously evacuated the area after the IDF gave a 24-hour advance warning
that it intended to attack. In the initial strike wave, a number of known
and confirmed Hezbollah headquarters buildings (some of them 15 sto-
ries high) were hit by 23 2,000-1b satellite-aided GBU-31 joint direct
attack munitions (JDAMs) delivered by F-15Is.40 Subsequent battle-
damage assessment (BDA) performed by the IAF concluded that 30
Hezbollah activists had been killed in the attack. Another target com-
plex in the dahiye consisting of Nasrallah’s personal headquarters and
residence sustained 40 JDAM hits within a time window of just one

40 Lieutenant Colonel David Eshel, IDF (Res.), “Summary of Israeli Air Force Strikes—
12-21 July 2006.”
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minute.*! A senior Israeli official later confirmed that Nasrallah himself
had been targeted in that attack. This operation against Hezbollah’s
leadership and command and control complex in the dahiye was said
to have been modeled on the American “shock and awe” construct that
had received so much media attention during the opening hours of
Operation Iragi Freedom in March 2003. The military benefits of the
IAF’s attack on the dahiye were negligible at best, considering that Nas-
rallah (and presumably other top Hezbollah leaders) were most likely
protected in a buried bunker that could not be breached by the muni-
tions that had been employed. Nevertheless, the dahiye was deemed to
be so crucial as the most visible symbol of Hezbollah’s domineering
presence in Lebanon that the IDF had no choice but to attack it with
all possible vigor in a determined, if ultimately vain, effort to shake
Hezbollah’s collective self-confidence.

Almost concurrently, Hezbollah upped the ante yet again by
targeting the Israel Navy Ship (INS) Hanit (“Spear”), a Sa’ar 5-class
corvette built in 1994 and carrying some 80 crewmembers, that was
patrolling in Lebanese waters eight miles west of Beirut. The attack was
conducted by what soon proved to be an Iranian-made variant of the
Chinese-developed C-802 antishipping missile that AMAN report-
edly did not even know was in Hezbollah’s possession. The missile,
fired from the vicinity of Al Awza'i, struck the stern of Hanit at 2042,
killing four crewmembers and causing considerable damage. A second
missile that was targeted against another Israeli ship overflew Hanir
and, apparently inadvertently, struck and sunk a foreign merchant
vessel cruising 35 miles off the Lebanese coast. Hanit, for her part, was
disabled by the C-802 missile but remained afloat, got out of the line of
fire, and eventually made her way back to Ashdod for repairs under her
own power. It was later determined that the antimissile radar aboard
Hanit was out of service on the evening of the attack, that the watch
officer in charge of the ship’s defensive electronic systems had turned
some of those systems off without informing the captain, and that the
Israeli naval leadership had never directed its crews at sea to bring up
their antimissile capabilities—even after the campaign was under way.

41 Ellingwood, “Hezbollah Wields Improved Arsenal.”
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At bottom, Hanir’s crew did not activate its defenses against the pos-
sibility of a radar-guided cruise-missile attack because IDF intelligence
had not identified such a threat.? As a result, the ship was defenseless
when it was attacked. IDF intelligence officials strongly suspected that
a team of skilled Iranian technical experts either fired or supervised the
firing of the C-802 against Hanit.*?

In yet another testament to Hezbollah’s tight command and con-
trol from top to bottom, Nasrallah came up on the Al Manar televi-
sion channel at 2045 that evening, just as the attack on Hanit was
in progress, telling viewers to look to the west across the Mediterra-
nean shoreline: “The vessel that bombed Beirut will now be demol-
ished.” (In fact, the C-802 had already struck Hanir three minutes
before.) Nasrallah went on to declare, now in a tone of voice bordering
on a rant: “This is total war that Israel is waging. . . . You will very
soon discover how much your new government is stupid and inexperi-
enced. . . . You wanted war? Believe me, the response will reach beyond
Haifa and beyond that. . . . You wanted a change in the game rules—
you will get it.”*4 No doubt the IAF’s devastating aerial assault on his
sanctum sanctorum earlier that evening had captured his attention in
a major way. According to informed IDF sources, the initial attack on
the dabiye rattled Nasrallah, if only fleetingly, to a point where he was
said to have come almost completely unglued.®

42 Mark Mazetti and Thom Shanker, “Arming of Hezbollah Reveals U.S. and Israeli Blind
Spots,” New York Times, July 19, 2006.

43The Winograd Commission later reported that earlier in the morning before the attack
occurred, a senior IDF intelligence officer had raised the possibility that Hezbollah might be
armed with Iranian coast-to-sea missiles, but that his statement “was rejected and was not
published.” The commissioners faulted the navy leadership’s “disrespect for Hezbollah’s abil-
ity to present a real operational threat to its vessels.” (Final Winograd Report on the Second
Lebanon War, Reston, Va.: Open Source Center, February 2008, Chapter 9, “Arms, Combat
Support Units, and Special Operations,” The Navy, The Strike on the Warship Hanit, para-
graph 41, and Analysis of Implications, paragraph 45.)

44Harel and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 102.

4 Tnterview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, IAF, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF
Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2008.
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Soon after Hanit was struck, the head of the IDF’s Operations
Directorate, General Eisenkott, disclosed that the enemy combatants
who had fired the C-802 had received targeting information from
Lebanese naval radar stations in Beirut and elsewhere. In response,
those facilities were promptly struck by IAF attack helicopters.¢ The
head of the IDF’s Planning Directorate, then—Brigadier General Ido
Nehushtan of the IAF, subsequently reported that the air attacks on
Lebanon’s port areas of Jounieh and Tripoli had been aimed expressly
at eliminating the radar installations that were said to have supported
Hezbollah’s attack on Hanit. He added: “We see this [C-802] attack as
a very clear fingerprint of Iranian involvement.” Nehushtan character-
ized the struck radar facilities as pop-up targets of opportunity: “Some-
times new targets come up, like the sea radar, that we will go after.
In all, ten Lebanese radar stations along the coast were struck on July
15 and were either destroyed or disabled by the attacks. The IDF con-
currently imposed a naval blockade along Lebanon’s coast, closing the
main channel to both incoming and departing trafhc.

As the bombing effort continued, IAF strike fighters were cleared
to attack noncritical components of Beirut’s main electrical plant, tem-
porarily cutting off power to parts of the city and to southern Lebanon.
They also dropped leaflets warning civilian residents to stay away from
known enemy rocket storage and launch sites, munitions depots, and
headquarters facilities. In addition, IAF fighters continued to pound
away at Hezbollah’s compound in the dahiye and at Lebanese mili-
tary airfields and army installations in connection with what William
Arkin called the IDF’s “punishment strategy against the government
of Lebanon.™s In fact, it was more an attempted coercive strategy, and
one that unfortunately was doomed to fail from the start, since the
Lebanese government wielded no leverage to speak of over Nasrallah
and his terrorist cohorts. The IAF’s continuing air attacks concentrated

46 Alon Ben-David, “Hizbullah Hits Israeli Corvette,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, July 26, 2006,
p. 18.

47Greg Myre, “Isracl Widens Scope of Attacks Across Lebanon,” New York Times, July 16,
2006.

48 Arkin, Divining Victory, p. 16.
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mainly on three areas—the Shiite neighborhood of south Beirut in
which Hezbollah’s leadership was concentrated; the Beka’a Valley and
the adjacent Lebanese-Syrian border, which was the logistical rear area
and supply route for Hezbollah; and areas in southern Lebanon from
which Hezbollah’s combatants were continually launching short-range
Katyushas. With respect to operations in the third area, IAF aircraft
dropped leaflets for the second day in a row, warning civilian residents
in southern Lebanon to move north of the Litani River to avoid being
inadvertently injured or killed by IDF attacks on known Hezbollah
military assets. Some 70 percent of the Shiite population living in that
narrow strip of land reportedly heeded the warnings.* IDF spokesmen
also warned that any trucks moving south of the Litani would be sus-
pected of transporting weapons or rockets and would be susceptible to
attack from the air at any time without notice.

IAF attack helicopters later reattacked the fuel storage facilities
at the Rafiq Hariri International Airport as strike fighters worked the
main road connecting the airport to downtown Beirut. IAF fighters
also continued to attack selected roads and bridges throughout Leba-
non in an effort to restrict Hezbollah’s freedom of movement. Some
of those targeted roads and bridges were close to the Syrian border,
and they were struck both as a tacit warning to Damascus and to seal
off Lebanon’s border with Syria, thereby blocking Hezbollah’s weapon
supply line from Iran. IAF aircraft also repeatedly dropped leaflets over
the Hezbollah-controlled suburbs of Beirut, warning civilians to evac-
uate the area before the impending strikes that were slated to follow
soon thereafter. At that point in the crisis, Israel’s ambassador to the
United States, Daniel Ayalon, said: “It seems like we will go to the end
now. We will not go part way and be held hostage again. We’ll have to
go for the kill—Hezbollah neutralization.”>

True to this prediction, IAF fighters on the campaign’s fourth day
struck more than 130 announced targets, 50 of which were attacked

49Several hundred thousand Lebanese, mostly Shiite villagers, live south of the river, which
runs east to west roughly 15 miles north of the border with Israel.

>0Robin Wright, “Strikes Are Called Part of Broader Strategy,” Washington Post, July 16,
2006.
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during the hours of darkness. The same day, an IDF intelligence officer
reported that Iran had stepped up its shipments of arms to Hezbollah
through Camp Zabadani, a base maintained by the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps in Syria near the Lebanese border. Subsequent
transfers of those shipments from Syria to Lebanon observed by IAF
surveillance aircraft included naval missiles, Katyusha shortrange
rockets, and Iranian-made Fajr 3 and Fajr 5 medium-range rockets.
Upon confirmation of this, a reactive IAF air attack shredded an arms-
laden convoy of trucks that had originated at Camp Zabadani and
then entered Lebanon en route to Hezbollah consumers. Another reac-
tive air attack occurred at Masna’a, the main crossing point between
Lebanon and Syria, which targeted and destroyed the last building in
Lebanon before the Syrian border, presumably with the intent to send
a signal to Damascus. (The Director of AMAN, IAF Major General
Amos Yadlin, later reported that Syria’s military forces had been placed
on their highest state of alert since 1983 as the IDF, for the first time
during the crisis, called up 15,000 reservists as an initial contingency
measure for possibly expanded operations yet to come.)’!

In a clear measure of the unprecedented level of effort that the
IAF was putting into its around-the-clock air offensive, as well as of
what one senior IAF campaign planner later cited as a need for greater
parsimony by the IDF in target assignments and servicing, an unex-
pectedly large percentage of its JDAM inventory was depleted over the
course of the first five days of intensive air attacks.”? In response to the
IDF’s declaration of an urgent operational requirement for replacement
munitions, the United States promptly expedited a resupply of JDAMs
to Israel, as well as additional AGM-114 Hellfire antiarmor missiles

for the IAF’s AH-1 and AH-69 attack helicopters and an ample resup-

> Michael Hirst and Harry de Quetteville, “Israelis Edge Closer to War with Syria,” Sunday
Telegraph, London, July 30, 2006. Yadlin took care to add that the Syrian forces were on a
defensive rather than offensive alert and that “neither Syria nor Israel is interested in a mili-
tary clash.” He cautioned, however, that “the situation is explosive and the events may be
incorrectly interpreted. This could entangle Syria in a battle with us.” (Gid’on Alon, “Mili-
tary Intelligence Chief: Syrian Army Now at Its Highest State of Alert,” Hauretz, Tel Aviv,
July 25, 2006.)

52Yosi Yehoshu’a, “The Bomb Debacle,” Yedi ot Ahronot, Tel Aviv, October 20, 2006.
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ply of JP-8 jet fuel.® Two weeks later, the Israeli government further
pressed the administration of President George W. Bush for an acceler-
ated delivery of MLRS battlefield rockets that are fired in barrages to
deliver cluster bomb units (CBUs) dispensing hundreds of submuni-
tions. With respect to that request, the U.S. government had already
approved the transfer of the rockets several months before, but the
weapons had not yet been delivered when the crisis with Hezbollah
erupted. Some officials in the Department of State sought to delay the
granting of Israel’s request for accelerated delivery out of concern over
the injury or death to innocents that unexploded submunitions could
cause. The IDF initially had sought the rockets for contingency use
against conventional armies in case Israel was invaded. When pressed,
however, IDF officials frankly admitted that they wanted the rockets
for use against Katyusha emplacements in southern Lebanon because
other means had repeatedly failed to suppress Hezbollah’s rate of fire.
As a part of the multimillion-dollar arms sale package that had been
approved in 2005, the United States further granted Israel the author-
ity to purchase as many as 100 GBU-28 5,000-Ib hard-target penetra-
tor munitions for delivery by the IAF’s F-151.54

First Signs of Emerging Doubt

On July 16, Israel’s able but ineffectual National Security Council pre-
sented Prime Minister Olmert with a formal afhdavit declaring that
the campaign had achieved its main goal of bloodying Hezbollah and
that it was now time to begin taking steps toward ending the fight-
ing as quickly as possible. Former Prime Minister Barak and former
government minister Dan Meridor likewise voiced mounting doubts
over the direction that the Olmert government had taken, adding that
any decision to continue the bombing would inevitably court disaster

3 David S. Cloud and Helene Cooper, “U.S. Speeds Up Bomb Delivery for the Israelis,” New
York Times, July 22, 2006.

54David S. Cloud, “Israel Asks U.S. to Ship Rockets with a Wide Blast,” New York Times,
August 11, 2006.
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for Israel. They further noted that the IDF was not, in their judgment,
in any condition to enter southern Lebanon in force on the ground to
hunt down Hezbollah’s thousands of hidden Katyushas and that any
attempt to do so would severely undermine what was left of the credi-
bility of Israel’s deterrent. Such protestations, however, had no effect on
the Olmert government. Major General Moshe Kaplinsky, the IDF’s
Deputy Chief of Staff; also had a private meeting with Halutz, during
which he reportedly urged Halutz to look aggressively for an exit strat-
egy: “If the air attacks go on and we don’t receive permission to mobi-
lize the reserves,” he said, “we’ll have to sit down with the political ech-
elons and ask them how to get out of this. The air force has just about
used up all of its known targets.” Halutz is said to have replied: “Forget
about the end mechanisms for now. We are two weeks away.”?>

A growing point of view now began to be expressed by many Israe-
lis that the Olmert government had embarked on an ill-advised course
by its continuing resort to overwhelming force that ran the danger of
further harming Lebanon’s civilian population out of a baseless hope
that such operations would somehow pressure moderate Lebanese to
lean on Hezbollah’s leaders and change their behavior. A former direc-
tor of AMAN, since-retired Major General Uri Saguy, proposed in this
vein that the government should set more realistic and attainable goals,
assess more carefully its expectations of what was in the realm of the
achievable, and not overreach in seeking an agreeable outcome. Saguy
added that it might be reasonable enough for the government to take
all needed measures to push Hezbollah away from Israel’s immedi-
ate northern border, but that it was impractical in the extreme for it
to hope to get Nasrallah to disarm altogether or to loosen his grip on
political power in Lebanon. That, he cautioned, would never happen
merely as a result of Israel’s elimination of the Hezbollah leader: “Nas-
rallah [has] certainly earned our wish to see him dead, but Hezbollah
is a complex issue that won’t go away by killing the Secretary General.”

>Nearly a year later, speaking to high-school students in Nahariya, Eisenkott recalled: “The
operation had been planned to take from four to six days, but things got out of control.
Instructions were issued for a limited operation against limited targets, but we were unable

to limit the duration of the fighting.” (Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, pp. 95-97.)
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A former IAF commander, Major General Eitan Ben-Eliahu, similarly
suggested grounds for guarded hope if an alternative policy course
were to be pursued: “Both sides opened with their surprises, recovered,
and retaliated. The end always takes longer than the beginning. But
once stabilization generates a feeling of satiation and exhaustion, per-
haps international involvement will begin, and after this, diplomatic
contacts.”¢

With respect to the growing need felt within the Israeli defense
establishment to begin supplementing the standoff war with more
effective ground action, the first Israeli special operations forces (SOF)
teams, including the IAF’s Shaldag SOF unit, had already been covertly
infiltrating into and out of Lebanon on the ground since the first days
of the campaign. One goal of those forays was to take Hezbollah com-
batants alive.”” Another was to assess the results of IAF bomb damage.
Still another was to identify and validate new targets for aerial attack.5
By one Israeli press account, Shaldag teams conducted “hundreds” of
covert operations in Lebanon throughout the campaign, during which
they “supplied the coordinates for hundreds of IAF sorties and marked
out hundreds of targets on the ground.”

Israel’s first incursion on the ground with conventional troops
began on July 17 with a push near Maroun Al Ras five days into the
campaign in quest of an initial toehold north of the border. During
this limited cross-border probe, IDF forces discovered, for the first

56Laura King, “Tempted by Opportunity, Isracl Gambles on Force,” Los Angeles Times, July
17, 20006.

>7With respect to this mission, General Yadlin, the Director of AMAN, reported in eatly
August that an IDF SOF team had captured and brought in for interrogation one of the
Hezbollah terrorists who had been directly involved in the kidnapping of the two Israeli
soldiers on July 12. (Attila Somfalvi, “IDF: We Captured Soldiers’ Kidnappers,” Yner News,
Tel Aviv, August 6, 2006.)

531DF SOF units operated principally in Lebanon’s strategic depth north of the Litani River.
They participated far less in covert combat operations in areas closer to the land battlefront
just north of the Israeli border where IDF conventional forces were soon to predominate.
(Colonel Gabriel Siboni, IDF [Res.], “The Military Campaign in Lebanon,” in Brom and
Elran, eds., 7The Second Lebanon War: Strategic Perspectives, p. 67.)

3 Felix Frisch, “Night Birds,” Maariv, Tel Aviv, October 6, 2006.
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time, the full nature and extent of Hezbollah’s dug-in and fortified
positions, about which AMAN had previously been unaware. In one
case, they found a bunker in southern Lebanon that had been built
40 meters underground, covering an area of two square kilometers,
that included firing positions, operations centers, connecting tunnels,
medical facilities, weapons and ammunition stockpiles, ventilation and
air conditioning, bathrooms with hot and cold running water, and dor-
mitories, all with a roof built of slabs of reinforced concrete almost three
feet thick and with enough food and water to sustain a large number
of combatants for weeks without resupply. Figure 2.5 depicts one of
the connecting tunnels encountered by IDF ground troops inside this

Figure 2.5
Tunnel in an Underground Hezbollah Bunker

SOURCE: IAF.

RAND MG835-2.5
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bunker, and Figure 2.6 shows double blast doors intended to isolate
critical working and living spaces from the destructive overpressure
that would be generated by a penetrating high-explosive air-delivered
munition impact into the bunker.

Throughout the crisis, the Lebanese government had shown nei-
ther the inclination nor the ability to deploy its fragile army to the
southern border in the midst of Hezbollah’s ongoing combat opera-
tions. Taking note of that, Isracl’s Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni said:
“In a way, Israel is doing the Lebanese government’s job for it” by
taking on Hezbollah in a determined showdown. With respect to that
effort, General Nehushtan reported that the IAF had degraded Hez-
bollah’s capacity to launch rockets by “about 30 percent.” He added:
“We have damaged Hezbollah, but they still have significant opera-
tional capacity. . . . It will take time. It's more than a matter of days on

Figure 2.6
Double Blast Protective Doors

SOURCE: IAF.

RAND MG835-2.6
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the military side. We aim to change the situation and not go back to
where we were.”60

On the diplomatic front, as the second week of Israel’s coun-
teroffensive began unfolding, Lebanon’s Prime Minister Siniora was
pleading with the American ambassador and with any other foreign
diplomats who would listen to bend every effort to engineer a halt
to the Israeli attacks. Prompted by that call for help, Britain’s Prime
Minister Tony Blair and UN Secretary General Kofi Annan called for
the deployment of multinational peacekeeping forces to southern Leb-
anon. U.S. officials characterized that entreaty as premature but did
not reject it outright. Israel did reject it, however, categorically. With
American support, the Olmert government continued to resist all calls
for a ceasefire, stressing instead its determination to stick to its ini-
tially avowed unattainable goal of eliminating Hezbollah as a threat to
Israel’s security altogether. As Defense Minister Peretz told reporters
at the time: “We intend to break this organization.” He also said: “We
have no intention of occupying Lebanon, but we also have no intention
of retreating from any military measures needed.”!

During the first seven days of its counteroffensive against Hezbol-
lah, the IAF flew some 2,000 fighter and attack helicopter sorties and
struck around 650 targets with more than 1,000 weapons.5? By the end
of the first week, the IDF was claiming that it had destroyed 50 per-
cent of Hezbollah’s military infrastructure, including more than 130
rocket launch sites.®> At the same time, it was becoming increasingly
clear that standoff air attacks and artillery and MLRS fire alone would
never bring about the Olmert government’s declared objectives. On
this point, the director of Tel Aviv University’s Jaffe Center for Strate-
gic Studies and former head of the IDF’s Strategic Planning Director-

60 Steven Erlanger and Jad Mouawad, “Diplomats Seek Foreign Patrols for Mideast,” New
York Times, July 18, 2006.

1King, “Tempted by Opportunity, Israel Gambles on Force.”

©2Helene Cooper and Steven Erlanger, “U.S. Appears to Be Waiting to Act on Israeli Air-
strikes,” New York Times, July 19, 2006.

63 Rowan Scarborough, “Israeli Arms Overpower Hezbollah,” Washington Times, July 20,
2006.
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ate, Zvi Shtauber, said: “The big question now is if air power alone is
enough. And I don’t think s0.”64 Indeed, as early as July 14, only two
days into the fighting, the IDF’s Intelligence Directorate, headed by
General Yadlin of the IAF, told senior leaders that in its collective judg-
ment, standoff attacks alone would neither compel a return of the two
abducted soldiers nor reduce Hezbollah’s rocket attacks to fewer than
100 a day.»

Yet at the same time, the IDF’s ground-force commanders were
making it unquestionably clear that they had little appetite for a reprise
of the sort of massive operation that Israel launched into Lebanon in
1982 and that they would vastly prefer to continue relying on preci-
sion standoff-attack operations, at least for the time being, to avoid the
traps that they believed lay in store for them were they to go in on the
ground in a major way. A former Chief of Staff, retired Lieutenant Gen-
eral Amnon Lipkin-Shahak, candidly acknowledged the IDF’s deep
reluctance to commit a large number of troops on the ground, owing to
the all but certain prospect of sustaining heavy losses.® The campaign
continued, however, to enjoy strong backing from the Israeli populace.
A week into the fighting, a poll taken by the daily newspaper Yedi o
Abronot reported that of those surveyed, 86 percent felt that the IDF
offensive was “the right thing to do,” 81 percent wanted it to continue,
58 percent said it should continue until Hezbollah was destroyed, and
only 17 percent favored a ceasefire and the start of negotiations.*

64]ay Solomon, Mariam Fam, Karby Leggett, and Neil King, Jr., “Israel Weighs Ground
Offensive in Southern Lebanon,” Wall Street Journal, July 20, 2006.

5 Solomon et al., “Israel Weighs Ground Offensive in Southern Lebanon.” Only months
after the second Lebanon war ended did it become evident that the two abducted Israeli
soldiers, Ehud Goldwasser and Eldad Regev, had died either during the abduction opera-
tion or not long thereafter. Two years after the war’s onset, in a long-negotiated exchange,
representatives of Hezbollah transferred to Israeli security officials coffins containing the
remains of the two soldiers on July 16, 2008, in return for the convicted and incarcerated
terrorist murderer Samir Kuntar, four Hezbollah militants, and the bodies of around 200
other Lebanese and Palestinian militants who had previously been captured or killed in fire-
fights with the IDF. (“Regev and Goldwasser to Receive Funerals Thursday,” Haaretz, Tel
Aviv, July 17, 2008.)

66Solomon et al., “Israel Weighs Ground Offensive in Southern Lebanon.”

¢7 Anthony Shadid, “Evacuations Underway in Beirut,” Washington Post, July 19, 2006.
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With respect to the IDF’s continuing primary reliance on standoff
operations, the Northern Command Chief of Staff, Brigadier General
Alon Friedman, said: “It will take us time to destroy what is left.”s8 As
for the initial probing operations with SOF teams that had taken place
to date on the ground, an IDF spokesman said: “At the moment, it’s
a very limited, specific incursion, but all options remain open.” Echo-
ing this, the IDF’s Deputy Chief of Staff, General Kaplinsky, said of
a large-scale ground invasion: “We aren’t ruling it out.” In testimony
before the Knesset after the first week of fighting, however, Halutz
reported that Hezbollah had been preparing for the ongoing slugfest
ever since Israel’s withdrawal from southern Lebanon in 2000 and was
studiously seeking to draw the IDF into a bleeding war of attrition,
and that although the IDF had plans in hand for a ground counter-
offensive, it was not yet ready to implement them because of the near-
certainty of high casualties that any such move would generate.”? At
this point, the deputy defense minister and a former commander of
IDF forces in Lebanon, Ephraim Sneh, declared: “We have no choice
but go in and physically clean up Hezbollah posts on the ground. The
air force can’t do that.” However, he added, in a testament to the IDF’s
continuing reluctance to commit its land forces in strength, “when we
talk about a ground operation, the intention is not necessarily a massive
incursion but more pinpoint operations.””!

68]ad Mouawad and Steven Erlanger, “Death Toll Rises in Mideast Fight; Bunker Bombed,”
New York Times, July 20, 2006.

69Neil King, Jr., Karby Leggett, and Jay Solomon, “Bush’s Mideast Strategy: Seek Change,
Not Quick Peace,” Wall Street Journal, July 19, 2006.

70 Abraham Rabinovich, “Hezbollah Trained for Six Years, Dug Deep Bunkers,” Washington
Times, July 21, 2006.

717ad Mouawad and Steven Erlanger, “Marines Return to Beirut to Aid U.S. Evacuation,”
New York Times, July 21, 2006.
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The Move to Ground Operations

On July 20, in its largest troop call-up in four years, the IDF mobilized
three reserve divisions and concurrently broadcast warnings for all civil-
ians residing in southern Lebanon to evacuate to safer environs north
of the Litani. Those two steps together suggested a major impending
ground push aimed at rooting out Hezbollah’s vast hidden caches of
Katyusha rockets. There had been rampant confusion over both mis-
sion and objectives when IDF troops first entered Lebanon in more
than token strength the day before. This time, columns of infantry and
armored forces massed along Israel’s northern border, with squad-size
units of a dozen or fewer troops moving across into southern Lebanon
and engaging Hezbollah combatants in small-unit clashes.

The commander of the IDF’s Northern Command, Major Gen-
eral Udi Adam, remarked that the ongoing evolution was “not an all-
out, comprehensive mobilization.” Halutz added that the emphasis on
standoff fire would continue as before, but that the strategy would now
also include “limited ground operations as necessary in order to strike
at the terrorism which strikes at us.” He described those impending
operations as aimed at seeking out camouflaged storehouses, barracks,
and rocket-launching sites that Hezbollah had had more than six years
to install along Lebanon’s southern border.” Notably, as one assessment
of the second Lebanon war later observed, the initial ground operations
“were strangely mild. Ground attacks . . . lacked the focus and power
that in the past had characterized IDF land assaults. The assaults were
aimed at neutralizing individual targets close to the border and did
not seem to be planned as part of a larger overall land campaign.””
Nevertheless, a poll taken by the newspaper Maariv at that point in
the fighting showed a full 95 percent of Israelis believing that the cam-
paign was justified, with 90 percent saying that it should continue until
Hezbollah was pushed away from Israel’s northern border. The poll

72Edward Cody and John Ward Anderson, “Israeli Forces Mass at Border,” Washington Post,
July 22, 2006; Greg Myre and Jad Mouawad, “Israeli Buildup at Lebanese Line as Fight
Rages,” New York Times, July 22, 2006.

73Kainikara and Parkin, Pathways to Victory, p. 52.
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further showed that 78 percent were satisfied with Olmert’s leadership,
compared with only 43 percent before the start of the conflict.”

Once the move to expanded ground operations neared, a new
debate arose within the Israeli defense community over whether lim-
ited forays with SOF teams would suffice to meet the needs of the
day or whether the IDF should now go for broke and commit larger
numbers of heavy infantry and armored forces. One unnamed general
predicted that the IDF would continue to rely mainly on air operations
for the time being, out of a belief that the Bush administration and
others in the international community would not press Israel overly
hard for an early curtailment of the fighting: “We have no intent and
no desire to go back in force into Lebanon. But if ’'m wrong and there’s
not enough time and if air power proves ineffective, then we’ll do it.”
This general recognized, however, that even a major IDF ground push
would not suffice to defeat Hezbollah, since the enemy could simply
continue retreating northward into Lebanon: “A ground maneuver
won’t solve the problem of the long-range missiles. The problem is the
will to launch. We have to break the will of Hezbollah . . . by killing
them. Maybe many of their soldiers are fanatics and want to be mar-
tyrs. But the leadership is clever, and it wants to live. They’re rational
guys, and they’re hiding.””> (As for the question of international sup-
port, the United States continued to back the IDF’s actions unequivo-
cally. On July 21, the U.S. House of Representatives passed by a 410—8
margin a resolution strongly supporting Israel in the confrontation.)”

As IDF operations with tanks and infantry got under way in ear-
nest, they quickly came to include house-to-house fighting and respon-
sive Hezbollah tactics that slowed the IDF’s rate of advance. Briga-
dier General Gal Hirsch, the commander of the IDF’s 91st Division,
described the ensuing encounter as “a full-contact operation. I mean
direct fighting between our soldiers face to face.” The fighting further

74Cody and Anderson, “Isracli Forces Mass at Border”; Myre and Mouawad, “Israeli Buildup
at Lebanese Line as Fight Rages.”

75 Steven Erlanger, “Troops Ready, but Israel Bets on Air Power,” New York Times, July 23,
2006.

76Gerald F. Seib, “Mideast: Israel Draws Little U.S. Tre,” Wail Street Journal, July 22, 2006.
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entailed frequent situations requiring the provision of on-call close air
support (CAS) by IAF fighters and attack helicopters, aided by UAVs
and other surveillance platforms that were orbiting overhead or near-
by.”” Advancing tank and infantry formations encountered particularly
stiff resistance from entrenched Hezbollah combatants on July 24 in
the town of Bint J’beil about two miles inside the Lebanese border.
An IDF lieutenant assigned to a tank battalion summed up the tacti-
cal situation this way: “They’re in the forests and inside hiding places
in town. They hide in holes in the ground. They have so many places
to hide from the air strikes, so we have to send in the infantry. It can
be dangerous.””® During those close-combat encounters, there was one
reported instance of barely averted fratricide when IDF troops were
inadvertently fired on by an IAF attack helicopter that had been called
in to provide CAS near Bint J’beil.”” Another AH-64D Apache Long-
bow attack helicopter that was supporting these operations crashed just
on the Israeli side of the border while it was holding on station, killing
the crew of two (see below for further discussion). Hezbollah immedi-
ately claimed to have brought down the aircraft, but the loss was later
determined to have been caused by a catastrophic main rotor failure.
With the continuing barrage of Hezbollah attacks into north-
ern Israel with short-range Katyushas, ever more vocal calls began to
be heard for a massive ground invasion aimed at driving Hezbollah’s
forces out of southern Lebanon. The respected Israeli military com-
mentator Ze'ev Schiff wrote ominously in the liberal daily newspa-
per Hauaretz: “What this terrorist organization symbolizes must be
destroyed at any price. If Hezbollah does not experience defeat in this
war, this will spell the end of Israeli deterrence against its enemies.”s?

77 Greg Myre and Craig S. Smith, “Israel Presses Air Raids on Lebanon, and Its Ground
Forces Move into a Village,” New York Times, July 23, 2006.

78 Robin Wright and Scott Wilson, “Rice Outlines Proposal to Deploy Force in Lebanon,”
Washington Post, July 25, 2006.

79 Guy Chazan and Karby Leggett, “Big Ground Campaign in Lebanon Would Present
Perils for Israel,” Wall Street Journal, July 26, 2006.

8OGreg Myre, “Israel Approves Call-Up, but Sets No Deployment,” New York Times, July
28, 20006.
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The Olmert government, however, continued at that point to opt for
maintaining the existing level of operations on the ground, recogniz-
ing that a major escalation would bring about no instant solution to the
Katyusha problem.

At the same time, IDF troops returning home from battle
reported that Hezbollah’s dug-in defenses and the combatants who
manned them had proven far more elaborate and resilient than expect-
ed.’! By now, there was little talk about the IAF’s having taken out
half of Hezbollah’s rocket stores, as it was becoming ever more clear
that 7o terrorist organization had ever before enjoyed access to any-
thing like the sophisticated assets now known to be in Hezbollah’s
possession. In addition to the long- and medium-range surface-to-
surface rockets already noted, those assets included advanced commu-
nications equipment, some of Syria’s and Iran’s best improvised explo-
sive devices (IEDs), highly effective laser spot-homing antitank guided
missiles (ATGMs), and night vision goggles, among other instruments
of modern high-intensity warfare.

With respect to operational tradecraft, Hezbollah combatants
almost surely did not succeed in tapping into encrypted communica-
tions on the IDF’s tactical radio net, as some reports suggested. They
were, however, able to monitor some IDF radio transmissions that were
often made in the clear, as was attested by captured Hezbollah radios
that were widely depicted in Western press accounts. (Figure 2.7 shows
captured Hezbollah equipment that was used for radio frequency
scanning and monitoring and for eavesdropping on unencrypted IDF
communications for short-term tactical gain.) It also is unlikely, as
was claimed by a Lebanese officer in 2007, that Hezbollah’s signals-
intelligence (SIGINT) specialists had “the ability to intercept inter-
Israeli communications and know in advance where and when Israeli

81 Hezbollah’s SOF combatants, in particular, proved to be surprisingly professional and
able. When an Israeli SOF team encountered them on one occasion during a firefight, the
Israeli team members thought at first that they had somehow become commingled with a
separate detachment of Israeli SEALs. (Interview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, IAF,
head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009.)
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Figure 2.7
Captured Hezbollah Radio Equipment

SOURCE: IAF.
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fighters and bombers would likely strike.”> One informed Israeli
observer rightly noted, however, that Hezbollah’s commanders were
keenly mindful of Israeli SIGINT capabilities and were scrupulously
careful to maintain their own high level of communications security
and encryption, which Nasrallah even referred to openly in a speech.
That disciplined practice made for a significant challenge for IDF
intelligence.®3 In the face of such advanced enemy capabilities, it was
scarcely surprising that Isracli media commentators were now begin-
ning to ask why an army that had once defeated the armies of several

82 Lieutenant Colonel Hany T. Nakhleh, Lebanese Army, 7he 2006 Israeli War on Leba-
non: Analysis and Strategic Implications, Carlisle Barracks, Pa.: U.S. Army War College, U.S.
Army War College Strategy Research Project, U.S. Army War College Class of 2007, p. 8.

83Yoaz Hendel, “Failed Tactical Intelligence in the Lebanon War,” Strategic Assessment,
November 20006, p. 41.
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neighboring Arab states in just days was finding it so difficult to push
a militia away from Israel’s northern border.34

In the end, the skirmishing in and around Bint J’beil proved
inconclusive. The IDF had sent in its much-storied Golani infan-
try brigade, only to have hundreds of the brigade’s soldiers promptly
pinned down by a Hezbollah ambush. Responding to that situation,
the IAF provided abundant on-call CAS with heavy air strikes, often
in so-called danger-close conditions (meaning that friendly forces in
need of immediate fire support are within 600 meters of a designated
target), and many wounded IDF troops were provided prompt medi-
cal evacuation by IAF UH-60 Blackhawk helicopters under heavy fire.
On some occasions, the IAF even delivered 2,000-pound precision-
guided bombs on request within 200 meters of friendly positions with
no instances of fratricide. (In all of those cases, General Shkedy’s per-
sonal authorization to drop was required, regardless of the time of day
or night. In some instances, he even had to be awakened in the middle
of the night to give weapons release approval in danger-close condi-
tions.®5) After ten soldiers were killed in the fighting, including eight

84Jonathan Finer and Anthony Shadid, “Heavy Fighting Slows Israel’s Ground Forces,”
Washington Post, July 26, 2006. Afterward, some informed U.S. electronics industry experts
refuted Hezbollah’s boast that it had been able to penetrate and exploit IDF tactical radio
systems and thereby sow doubt in the minds of Israeli troops as to the security of their com-
munications: “What you're witnessing,” these experts suggested, “is unsophisticated technol-
ogy exploited by sophisticated information operations. They scored big time in the psycho-
logical warfare department.” (David A. Fulghum, “Doubt as a Weapon: Lebanon Fighting
Produced an Information Warfare Coup for Hezbollah and Iran,” Aviation Week and Space
Technology, November 27, 2006, p. 26.)

85Ben-Israel, 7he First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p. 55. Throughout the course of the cam-
paign, Shkedy was personally called on to approve the release of munitions by both fighters
and attack helicopters in 900 reported danger-close situations. (Interview with Major Gen-
eral Elyezer Shkedy, IAF [Res.], former IAF Commander, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009.) The
danger-close criteria loosened up over the course of the ground fighting, with both fighter
and attack helicopter pilots being granted increasingly greater personal discretion to make
their own judgment calls toward the end. (Interview with Major General Benjamin Gantz,
IDF, Israeli defense attaché to the United States, Washington, D.C., December 10, 2008.)
Precision munitions were dropped either on assigned mensurated target coordinates in the
case of JDAM or on laser-designator spots in the case of LGBs. There were no reported
instances of IAF fighter aircrews having been asked to conduct strafing passes.
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in an ambush the week before, the IDF announced a withdrawal of its
troops from Bint J’beil.$6

General Nehushtan, the head of the IDF’s Planning Directorate
and an experienced IAF fighter pilot, later remarked that the with-
drawal “doesn’t mean that we won’t go back in or that the mission is
over.” True to that view, he reportedly told Halutz on July 26 that
“without a major ground campaign, the IDF [cannot] stop the Katyu-
sha rockets. You must bring this before the government. You need to
tell them straight that without a major ground operation, we cannot
remove the Katyusha threat. If the government does not approve it . . .
we should tell them that they must stop the campaign now.” The same
day, General Kaplinsky also went to Halutz and said: “We can’t go on
like this. You must demand a ground offensive at tomorrow’s cabinet
meeting.”s8

This time, Halutz conceded that both were right and duly acted
on his changed conviction. The next day, Olmert’s inner council
approved a call-up of as many as 30,000 reserve ground troops (three
divisions), while still ruling out, at least for the time being, a major
escalation on the ground.®” One notable, although unheralded, IAF
achievement occurred the same day when a fighter leading an armed
overwatch patrol was cued to a high-value target by real-time tactical
intelligence. As a result of that timely targeting, the pilot succeeded
in killing a senior Hezbollah leader, Nur Shalhoub, and several other
terrorists while they were in a moving vehicle transporting rockets.
With respect to the now-mounting incidence of IDF casualties that
had begun to occur on the ground in Lebanon during the battle of Bint

80Halutz reportedly told Adam after the setbacks at Bint J’beil: “Udi, casualties are part of
the game. We must go on and do what we are committed to doing.” (Har’el and Isaacharoff,

34 Days, p. 142.)

87Robin Wright and Jonathan Finer, “Rice Renews Talks in Mideast,” Washington Post, July
30, 2006.

88 Quoted in “IDF Shake-Up over Hezbollah War,” JINSA Online, Washington, D.C.:
Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs, March 23, 2007.

89 Reservists make up 80 percent of Israel’s total roster of ground forces.
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J’beil nearly a week before, General Adam said at the time: “Human
life is of supreme value, but this is a demanding operation, and we are
at war. [ suggest we don’t count the dead until it’s all over.”?

Countdown to a Ceasefire

With the IAF’s around-the-clock bombing of enemy infrastructure tar-
gets continuing unabated, Prime Minister Siniora dramatically ramped
up his now-daily pleas for international help in arranging an immedi-
ate ceasefire. On July 28, cleatly feeling the effects of Israel’s relentless
hammering of its own assets, Hezbollah joined the Lebanese govern-
ment in calling for a ceasefire at the earliest opportunity, to be followed
by a prisoner exchange and a reinforcement of UN troops along the
Lebanese border. U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Jerusa-
lem at the time for consultations aimed at bringing about an acceptable
end to the fighting as soon as practicable, declared that a ceasefire was
now on the immediate horizon. Up to that point, the main goal of the
drawn-out U.S. diplomatic effort toward a ceasefire had been to allow
the IDF as much time as possible to destroy as much of Hezbollah’s
military infrastructure as possible.

Then, in a major setback to ongoing efforts to arrange for a timely
ceasefire, an IAF attack on a complex of targeted houses after mid-
night on July 30 in the southern Lebanese village of Qana inadver-
tently killed what were at first thought to be as many as 50 or more
civilians, including women and children. (The targeted complex had
been a confirmed source of as many as 150 recent Katyusha rocket
launches into Israel.) The incident sparked an instant wave of interna-

99Myre and Mouawad, “Isracli Buildup at Lebanese Line as Fight Rages.” With respect to
the mounting IDF troop casualties, a subsequent report from Yuval Steinitz, the head of
the Defense Preparedness Subcommittee of the Knesset’s Foreign and Defense Committee,
cited a problem of getting needed tactical intelligence to ground units in sufficient time to be
useful: “Some of the intelligence about what’s on the ground,” he declared, “is very sensitive,
and Hezbollah did not know we had it, and there are cases where it hasn’t been delivered in
due time to the unit.” (Steven Erlanger and Thom Shanker, “Israel Finding a Difficult Foe in
Hezbollah,” New York Times, July 26, 2006.)
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tional outrage that Hezbollah’s agile propaganda machine was quick
to exploit to the limit. It mattered not that the collateral-damage inci-
dent (discussed in greater detail in Chapter Four) was unintended by
the IAF, that senior Israeli officials promptly expressed regret and their
apologies, that the actual number of noncombatants killed and injured
proved to be substantially fewer than that initially reported, or even
that there was a suspicious aspect of the incident (a second explosion in
the targeted house apparently occurred several hours affer the moment
of impact and detonation of the IAF-delivered munition). The world
was revulsed over what became widely spotlighted in every major capi-
tal as Israeli indifference to the time-honored principle of noncomba-
tant immunity under the laws of armed conflict.

The next day, the IDF dutifully announced a 48-hour suspen-
sion of its bombing campaign, contingent on subsequent “operational
developments” that might occur, while it conducted an investigation
into the facts and allegations associated with the Qana incident. For
its part, Hezbollah was quick to show its readiness to reciprocate by
withholding its own fire, in yet another testament to the organization’s
seamless top-down discipline and command and control. Not a single
Hezbollah rocket landed in Israel at any time during the two-day sus-
pension of fire, after a record 156 rockets the day before and 100 the
day before that. That example stood as proof positive that Hezbollah’s
senior leadership picked the targets, assigned the azimuths, and gave
the orders to launch, with the shooters in the south simply doing what
they were told.”!

The IDF, however, resumed selective air strikes into southern Leb-
anon at around the 12-hour point into the bombing pause, declaring
that its reinstatement of such attacks, an option it had reserved for itself
from the start of the pause, was in response to immediate battlefield
threats requiring provision of on-call CAS to embattled IDF ground
troops. After the initial hue and cry raised by the Qana incident began
to abate, the IDF announced its intention to review its standing rules
of engagement (ROE) to further minimize the likelihood of any recur-

9 nterview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF Head-
quarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2008.
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rence of such an untoward mishap. At the same time, it insisted that
it had no plan to rein in the initiative and latitude that had long been
granted to its pilots to exercise their best judgment in real-time tactical
circumstances in which their on-scene situation awareness was better
than anyone else’s by virtue of their proximity to the fight.

At this point, after three weeks of inconclusive IDF operations,
a sympathetic American journalist declared frankly on August 1 that
“Israel is losing this war.” His commentary added, by way of evidence:
“So far, Israel has nothing to show for its efforts. No enemy territory
gained, no enemy leaders killed, no abatement of the missile barrage
that has sent a million Israelis from their homes and workplaces.” The
comment further noted how the Olmert government had started out
by speaking of “breaking” Hezbollah; then of evicting it from the
immediate border area; then of “degrading” Hezbollah’s capabilities;
and finally of establishing an effective multinational force to police the
border. Observing how the government’s avowed goals had become
progressively less ambitious as the war wore on, the assessment charged
that the IDF’s leadership had further compounded its errors “with an
air power-based strategy that . . . was never going to evict Hezbollah
from southern Lebanon.”?

In fact, as noted more than once before in the preceding pages, the
combined-arms campaign featured IDF ground involvement from its
first moments, with approximately 173,000 artillery shells and MLRS
rounds fired at Hezbollah targets by IDF troops throughout the 34
days of fighting.”> The campaign’s approach up to that point would
have been more correctly described as the product of a “minimum
casualties—based strategy,” in that 7o one in the senior Israeli civilian
and military leadership was ever eager to commit Israeli ground troops
to battle in any significant numbers. Even ten days into the counterof-
fensive, the commander of Northern Command, Major General Adam,

92 Bret Stephens, “Israel Is Losing This War,” Wall Street Journal, August 1, 2006. Stephens
was previously the editor of the Jerusalem Post.

93 Brigadier General Itai Brun, IAF, “The Second Lebanon War as a ‘Wake-Up Call: A
Strategic Perspective and Major Lessons Learned,” Glilot Base, Tel Aviv: Dado Center for
Interdisciplinary Military Studies, undated briefing charts.
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declared categorically in a press interview on July 21: “I do not believe
that anyone wants to go back into Lebanon.”* Only after three weeks
of mightily resisting a ground offensive did the IDF General Head-
quarters finally bow to the inevitable on August 1 and begin preparing
for its first major ground incursion into Lebanon. The campaign now
had 7,000 IDF troops in battle positions north of the border and IAF
fighters flying nonstop on-call CAS missions, in addition to attacking
such other targets as bridges and roads leading to suspected Katyusha
launch sites, Hezbollah tunnel entrances in the Beka’a Valley, and even
a hardened bunker discovered buried under a soccer field in Beirut.

At this point in the fighting, the IDF was assessing the size of
Hezbollah’s active force at between 2,000 and 3,000 combatants and
was claiming to have killed 250 to 300 of them in its operations to date.
Emboldened by that assessment, Prime Minister Olmert declared that
Israel had finally reached “the beginning of a political process that, in
the end, will bring a cease-fire under entirely different conditions than
before.” At the same time, however, Defense Minister Peretz reported
that “we have reached the stage where we have to expand the oper-
ation.” Bearing credible witness to that latter statement, the North-
ern Command deputy commander, Brigadier General Shuki Shachar,
noted that “the ground campaign is becoming bigger and bigger from
day to day.” He reported that IDF forces already controlled the Litani
River through aerial policing and artillery, as well as by means of a
ground presence where the river turned closest to the Israeli border.”
Most IDF ground operations were in the form of hit-and-run raids
on suspected Hezbollah fighting positions in the villages of southern
Lebanon just north of the Israeli border.”¢

94 Interview in Jerusalem Post, July 21, 2006, as quoted in Kainikara and Parkin, Parhways
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Meanwhile, on the diplomatic front, the Bush administration
continued to insist that there could be no ceasefire until a plan was
in place to disarm Hezbollah. Said Secretary of State Rice: “If we
don’t work for a ceasefire that will be lasting and enduring, then we're
going to be right back in here in several months talking about another
ceasefire.”” As efforts toward a ceasefire continued into the war’s 27th
day, the Olmert government finally announced its intention to expand
the offensive. Peretz reported to a Knesset committee: “I gave an order
that, if within the coming days the diplomatic process does not reach a
conclusion, Israeli forces will carry out the operations necessary to take
control of Katyusha rocket launching sites in every location.” Olmert
added that there would be “no military restrictions” on stopping fur-
ther Katyusha launches.”

Hezbollah presented a uniquely demanding target array for Isra-
el’s conventional ground troops in southern Lebanon. It had the advan-
tage of intimate familiarity with its operating arena, as well as organi-
zation in small and loosely connected secret cells that were inherently
difficult to hunt down. Nevertheless, IDF ground forays soon found
thousands of Katyushas stored in underground bunkers, called “nature
reserves” by IDF intelligence, as well as additional caches hidden away
in mosques, hospitals, and schools. (Figure 2.8 shows a typical duo of
in-ground 10-barrel rocket launchers later discovered by IDF troops in
the course of those forays.) The intent now was for the IDF to insert as
many as 10,000 troops into southern Lebanon in an attempt to create
a buffer zone free of Katyushas, with the initial contingent of troops
already in or around more than a dozen towns and villages as far as four
miles inside the border. As General Nehushtan put it: “In the first days,

with air controllers in the IAF’s forward AOC at Northern Command’s headquarters. (Inter-
view with Brigadier General Gabi Shachor, IAF, Palmachim Air Base, March 27, 2008.)
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Figure 2.8
Hezbollah 10-Barrel In-Ground Rocket Launchers

SOURCE: IAF.
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we concentrated very much on the air campaign. Now we want to clear
Hezbollah from all areas near the border. Our plan is to push north
on a much larger scale.” This reluctant embrace of a major ground-
assault option by the IDF as its counteroffensive continued to drag on
was an all but explicit testament to the dawning realization among
Israel’s top leaders, both uniformed and civilian, that precision stand-
off attacks had failed to bring about the Olmert government’s avowed
campaign objectives and that the continuing short-range rocket attacks
were a central component of Hezbollah’s strategic concept of opera-
tions (CONOPS) against Israel.

As these moves began to unfold, the Olmert cabinet now found
itself caught in the midst of an acrimonious public debate centered on
growing anger over the IDF’s continuing failure to stem the Katyu-

99 Greg Myre, “Risks Escalate as Israel Fights a Ground War,” New York Times, August 5,
2006.
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sha fire and countervailing concern that any further escalation on the
ground would merely result in an unacceptably high number of Israeli
combat casualties. The IAF was now conducting an almost nonstop
series of daily air attacks on the dahiye in southern Beirut, preceded in
each case by the dropping of leaflets warning all civilians to evacuate
the area. Tension within the cabinet featured the former defense min-
ister and current Minister of Transportation, Shaul Mofaz, criticizing
Peretz’s plan for an expanded ground operation as too far-reaching and
Peretz retorting that it had been under Mofaz’s watch as his predeces-
sor that Hezbollah had been allowed to build up to its current level
of strength in the first place.!” In the end, the cabinet authorized an
expansion of the operation. By August 5, some 10,000 IDF troops had
advanced into southern Lebanon, although no more than four miles
into Hezbollah-occupied territory, with another 5,000 poised on the
Israeli side of the border to join them. The IDF again warned that
“any vehicle of any type that moves south of the Litani River will be
targeted because it will be suspected of carrying rockets and other mili-
tary equipment.”!!

Five days later, the IDF still had thousands of troops camped on
Israel’s northern border awaiting the order from Olmert to cross into
Lebanon. Olmert continued to hold back, however, hoping that the
implied threat of a major escalation would lead to an early diplomatic
solution that would ensure Hezbollah’s return to the northern side of
the Litani. In that regard, said Peretz, “we are doing everything to
allow these two efforts [diplomacy and brinkmanship] to complement

each other.” Should the diplomatic effort fail, he added, Israel would

1007¢ should be noted in passing here that Olmert had appointed Peretz to be defense min-
ister only about a month before the troop abduction incident. Furthermore, both Olmert
and Peretz lacked any significant past military experience, a rare combination of scant back-
ground in security affairs for Israel’s most senior political leaders. Peretz, a career politician,
had previously dealt mainly with domestic social and economic matters.
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“use all of the tools” to achieve the government’s avowed goals in the
war. Peretz further insisted that IDF forces would not withdraw from
southern Lebanon until a credible international peacekeeping force was
in place.102

An Inconclusive Ending

The meeting of Olmert’s cabinet on August 9 that ultimately produced
the decision to commit IDF troops to major combat on the ground
turned out to have been the most momentous Israeli leadership convo-
cation at any time during the 34-day crisis. The day before, Minister of
Transportation Mofaz had warned ominously: “If you accept this plan
[for a major ground offensive], you can look forward to another two
months of ground operations. Cloud formations begin in the begin-
ning of September. This’ll make it extremely difhicult to get air support,
carry out air observations, and go on air rescue missions.”!?> Neverthe-
less, Halutz and Eisenkott presented the now-definitive ground inva-
sion plan, called Operation Change of Direction (OCD) 11, to Olmert
and his ministers. By that time, the two IDF principals had accepted
the unavoidability of a major ground push if the government’s earlier
directive to reduce the rate of Hezbollah’s rocket fire into northern
Israel were to be honored in good faith.

In presenting the plan to Israel’s top leaders, Halutz said: “This
maneuver cannot be measured by the sole question [of] how many
casualties will it entail. This is the price that has to be paid so that the
operation will have an impact on the entire campaign.”% Peretz con-
curred with Halutz’s belated recommendation—which, in hindsight,
arguably should have been put forward by the IDF chief before the cam-
paign was ever set in motion—and duly accepted it. There remained
rampant reluctance at all echelons of the IDF to follow through with

102Steven Erlanger and Warren Hoge, “Israel Holds Off on Drive to the North,” New York
Times, August 11, 2006.

103Har’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 194.
104Harel and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 195.
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actual implementation of the plan, but the senior uniformed leadership
saw no other alternative at that point. The deputy commander of an
infantry brigade, Lieutenant Colonel Yishai Efroni, later summed up
the less than supercharged feeling about the decision among the lower
ranks when he said wearily: “That’s the only way to solve the rocket
problem. . . . Our soldiers just want to do this job and go home.”0>

On August 10, under heavy pressure from Peretz, Olmert gave
his formal approval to the plan. Viewed in retrospect, had the same
option been proposed and implemented by General Halutz during the
campaign’s first week, it might have helped occasion a more agree-
able outcome for Israel. But it came instead at the very last possible
moment, just before the UN-brokered ceasefire was about to go into
effect and amid pervasive unease about it throughout the IDF. Israel’s
defense attaché to the United States at the time, Major General Dan
Har’el of the ground forces, was bitterly critical of the decision when he
learned of it: “History will never forgive you. There was an agreement
[the ceasefire] and the forces must be stopped. There is absolutely no
sense in getting more soldiers killed.”0¢

On August 11, with the final countdown to the escalated ground
offensive now approaching, the UN Security Council unanimously
approved Resolution 1701, which called for a halt to the fighting and
authorized the deployment of 15,000 foreign troops to the war zone to
help the Lebanese Army take control of southern Lebanon. The reso-
lution further allowed the UN force to take “all necessary action” to
ensure that areas in which it would be patrolling were “not utilized for
hostile activities of any kind.”*7 Both the Israeli government and the
Lebanese cabinet, which included two members of Hezbollah, acceded

105 A5 to that judgment, an IDF lieutenant and combat engineer who had been wounded in
a recent earlier ground engagement in Lebanon was not so sure. Asked whether the attacks
should be intensified, he said: “Yeah, but from the air. On the ground, people get hurt. Too
many people. I don’t say no to ground forces, but it needs to be in a more organized way.
So far, this has not been in an organized way.” (Molly Moore and Jonathan Finer, “Israelis
Authorize Expansion of Combat,” Washington Post, August 10, 2006.)
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to these terms a day later, as did Nasrallah, who affirmed that Hezbol-
lah would honor the call for an end to hostilities. Secretary of State
Rice cautioned, however, that the ceasefire would not go into effect
immediately and that she and UN Secretary General Annan would
need to consult first with Israel and Lebanon to set a definitive date.

The same day that UN Security Council Resolution 1701 was
approved, Olmert authorized the IDF to begin final preparations for
expanding its ground involvement in southern Lebanon, while at the
same time announcing his intent to ask his cabinet to accept the Secu-
rity Council resolution. By this time, Olmert had come under increas-
ingly heavy fire at home. In telling testimony to the dramatically
changed nature of Israeli popular feelings about the war, the country’s
newspaper of record, Haaretz, remarked in a front-page analysis: “You
cannot lead an entire nation to war promising victory, produce humili-
ating defeat, and remain in power. You cannot bury 120 Israelis in
cemeteries, keep a million Israelis in shelters for a month, and then say
‘Oops, I made a mistake.” A concurrent Hauretz opinion poll reported
that only 20 percent of the Israeli rank and file now believed that were
the war to end immediately, Israel would emerge as the winner. Thirty
percent felt that Israel was losing the war, and 43 percent said that
there would be no winners or losers. The majority of respondents in
all polls favored expanding ground operations and faulted both the
Olmert government and the IDF for not having taken more forceful
ground action earlier.'%

Only when deliberations at the UN over ceasefire arrangements
seemed to be going against Israeli interests did Olmert and Peretz finally
order the implementation of the expanded ground operation plan that

108Molly Moore and Edward Cody, “Israel May Expand Ground Combat,” Washington Post,
August 12, 2006. This could be cited as further evidence that a major failing on the part of
the Olmert government in its conduct of the campaign may have been poor communication
regarding its actions and intentions with the Isracli population. The opinions reported above,
after all, were only perceptions. The reality, arguably, was that the IDF at this stage of its
counteroffensive was actually making significant progress against Hezbollah. But, as a senior
RAF officer suggested, “perceptions can become a self-fulfilling reality if information opera-
tions are not bound tightly to the government’s and IDF’s strategy, which, in this case, they
appear not to have been.” (Comments on an eatlier draft by Air Vice-Marshal M. P. Colley,
RAF, January 11, 2010.)
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had been approved in principle by the cabinet on August 9. The formal
order for forward-deployed IDF units to move out reached Northern
Command headquarters at 1700 on August 11. It was passed down-
ward a half hour later to the tasked IDF brigades and battalions. In the
end, the timing of the order’s issuance left the IDF with only three days
in which to make the most of OCD 11 rather than the initially hoped-
for five or more days before the ceasefire went into effect. Accordingly,
with the ceasefire now only days away, Olmert and Peretz stepped out
with dispatch to escalate substantially on the ground by ordering the
deployed IDF divisions to advance all the way to the Litani. That deci-
sion did not reflect a serious intent on their part to attempt to clean out
all the Katyushas, but rather simply a desire to make a credible show
of force in an effort to seize the last opportunity to intimidate Hezbol-
lah’s leaders. During the final 72-hour window of combat, the IDF tri-
pled its number of troops in Lebanon and substantially ramped up the
intensity of its standoff attacks to include, for the first time, the use of
a significant number of rocket- and artillery-delivered CBUs. IAF air
attacks also increased in number and intensity and ranged across the
entire length and breadth of Lebanon. Indeed, in the campaign’s final
phase, the IAF flew around 5,300 combat and combat-support sorties,
averaging about 380 a day. That number represented around 45 percent
of all IAF sorties flown throughout the 34-day war.

On August 13, two days before the ceasefire was to go into effect,
aerial attacks by the IAF and heliborne troop insertions into southern
Lebanon, often under heavy fire, sought to extend the IDF’s control
all the way to the Litani as directed by Olmert and Peretz. The heli-
borne operation, which entailed the movement of hundreds of IDF
troops into the war zone, was the IAF’s largest such deployment of
ground forces since the Yom Kippur War of 1973. Not surprisingly,
the IDF suffered its highest casualty rate during the last three days
of peak-intensity fighting. Coordination among force elements was
said to have been uniformly poor throughout the final phase of the
campaign. In some cases, requests from embattled IDF tank crews for
immediate CAS were denied by Northern Command out of concern
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over the danger of a possible inadvertent friendly-fire incident.' The
performance of IDF ground forces throughout this escalated endgame
further revealed manifold shortcomings in combat tradecraft. Infan-
try units were often unable to coordinate with armor, and tank crews
proved repeatedly nonproficient in night operations.!'® Moreover, from
start to finish, IDF ground operations in Lebanon lacked a clearly iden-
tifiable operational pattern. Said two informed Israeli observers after-
ward: “If one insists on tracing the IDF’s moves on a map, it is hard to
discern where the army fought and what Hezbollah did.”"" There is no
question, however, that it invariably entailed close combat, mostly in
built-up areas that were often full of Lebanese civilians.

As anticipated, the ceasefire previously agreed to by all involved
parties went into effect on August 14, with civilians in northern Israel
at long last emerging from their bomb shelters and vehicular movement
gradually resuming throughout Lebanon. Nasrallah, in keeping with
his keen appreciation of the crucial importance of the war of narratives,
artfully claimed to have achieved a “strategic and historic victory.”!1?
Consistent with the terms of agreement regarding the ceasefire, the
Lebanese government dispatched its troops into southern Lebanon

109A5 one informed assessment later expanded on this revealed deficiency in tactical-level
integration in the IDF’s joint air-land operations, “lack of coordination between armor,
infantry, close air support, and artillery meant that initial calls for fire were denied because
of the potential for fratricide. Only after all forces gained situational awareness on 12 August
was the IDF able to synchronize its overwhelming firepower and take the high ground in
Ghandourieyeh by the morning of 13 August.” (Captain Daniel Helmer, USA, “Not Quite
Counterinsurgency: A Cautionary Tale for U.S. Forces Based on Israel’s Operation Change
of Direction,” Armor, January—February 2007, p. 11.)

10 Elaborating further on this bill of particulars, one Israeli reporter later wrote of “tank
crews who had not seen a tank in six years. . . . I saw one Armored Corps battalion com-
mander, a career battalion commander, and when I looked him in the eye, I saw they were
blank, empty, because he was going to take his battalion into Lebanon that night, and he had
never led a battalion anywhere at night.” (Ben Kaspit, “Like a Surrealistic Movie,” Maariv,

Tel Aviv, September 15, 2006.)
1 Hapel and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 191.

12To which President Bush countered: “How can you claim victory when at one time you
were a state within a state, safe within southern Lebanon, and now you’re going to be replaced
with a Lebanese army and an international force?” (John Kifner, “Fragile Cease-Fire Allows
Thousands to Return Home,” New York Times, August 15, 2006.)
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under a compromise arrangement that allowed Hezbollah to retain
some of its arms caches near the border. Finally, even before the smoke
of battle had cleared, Israel’s Foreign Minister Livni was citing fresh
evidence that Iran and Syria had already resumed their rearmament of
Hezbollah, with new shipments observed coming into Lebanon from
Syria just as regularly as before.

The first round of postwar recriminations on the Israeli home
front was not long in coming, with Olmert acknowledging early on
in testimony before the Knesset that there had been “deficiencies” in
his government’s conduct of the war and with opposition leader Ben-
jamin Netanyahu declaring: “It must be said honestly, there were
failures, many failures, failures identifying the threat. Failures in the
management of the home front,” and that Israelis must “learn the les-
sons and fix the mistakes.”* In an open letter to all IDF personnel,
General Halutz likewise admitted to significant shortcomings in the
planning and conduct of the war. He further noted that “questions
will be answered professionally, and everyone will be investigated—
from me down to the last soldier,” acknowledging that “alongside the

113Steven Erlanger, “As Israel Begins to Pull Troops Out, Lebanon and the UN Prepare to
Replace Them,” New York Times, August 16, 2006. An IAF officer told me that “anything
smaller than a Boeing 747 can be smuggled across the Syrian border into Lebanon unde-
tected.” (Interview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF
Headquarters, Ha’kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2008.) In this regard, it may forever remain a
mystery of the second Lebanon war why General Halutz, instead of bending every possible
effort to keep the fighting from spreading to Syria, did not press the Olmert leadership hard
for an opposite strategic course aimed at taking advantage of Hezbollah’s border provoca-
tion on July 12, to deal Syria a resounding punitive blow during the earliest moments of the
IDF’s counteroffensive for serving as a major supplier of short-range rockets and other arms
to Hezbollah. On this count, a later assessment of the campaign noted that “a great deal of
political maneuvering and posturing took place to placate Syria while it was actively resup-
plying Hezbollah with the latest weaponry,” almost as if to suggest that “the Israeli govern-
ment was sanctioning the resupply of weapons to Hezbollah so that they could be brought to
bear on the IDF and other Israeli civilian areas.” (Kainikara and Parkin, Pathways ro Victory,
pp- 69-70.) I am grateful to Eliot Cohen of the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced Interna-

tional Studies for bringing this intriguing question to my attention.

4 Kifner, “Fragile Cease-Fire Allows Thousands to Return Home.”
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achievements, the fighting uncovered shortcomings in various areas—
logistical, operational, and command.”’s

The day after the ceasefire went into effect, Peretz announced his
intention to form a committee to investigate Israel’s conduct of the war
consisting of retired generals and business executives, to be chaired by
former Chief of Staff Lipkin-Shahak, and to present its preliminary
findings within three weeks.!'¢ Other leaders, however, insisted instead
on a more independent board of inquiry modeled on the Agranat
Commission that had investigated the IDF’s performance after the
1973 Yom Kippur War."” That demand came amid a growing popu-
lar consensus both in Israel and abroad that Hezbollah, having faced
down the vaunted IDF and survived to fight another day, had essen-
tially won the war.!® Predictably, also heard were the first of what soon
came to be a litany of allegations in both Israel and the United States
as to how the IDF’s troubled performance once again proved that “air
power alone can never defeat terrorists,” as if any responsible airman

115 Steven Erlanger, “Israeli General Tells Troops of Weaknesses in War Effort,” New York
Times, August 25, 20006.

16 Edward Cody and Colum Lynch, “Lebanon Sending Troops into South,” Washington
Post, August 17, 2006.

17 The Agranat Commission, chaired by the chief justice of Israel’s Supreme Court, Shimon
Agranat, deliberated through 1974 and 1975 and ultimately submitted to the government
a lengthy review of the Egyptian and Syrian surprise attack that caught the IDF so com-
pletely off guard, as well as of the IDF’s subsequent conduct of the ensuing war. By one well-
documented account, the commission “undertook the thankless task of assigning blame for
the surprise and initial failures of the Yom Kippur War.” It ultimately concluded that none
of the most responsible IDF figures should continue to serve in their then-current positions.
(Eliot A. Cohen and John Gooch, Military Misfortunes: The Anatomy of Failure in War, New
York: Vintage Books, 1990, p. 112.)

118 A5 two Australian commentators later observed regarding this first impression on the part
of the Israeli rank and file, “the initial reaction to the stalemate within Israel was rooted in
the public perception that every time Israel went to war, they would have the same success
that they had in the 1967 war.” (Kainikara and Parkin, Pathways to Victory, p. 4.) Notably,
no doubt anticipating a cascade of such allegations yet to come, the IDF’s chief of intelli-
gence, General Yadlin, declared emphatically on the eve of the ceasefire on August 13 that
Israel had 7ot lost the war and that as a result of the IDF’s sustained joint combat operations
throughout the 34-day conflict, Hezbollah was no longer what it formerly was. (Har’el and
Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 236.)
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in Israel, the United States, or anywhere else had ever suggested that it
could.!? Peretz at first offered to postpone the formation of his planned
committee in the face of mounting criticism that it would be insufh-
ciently independent. Eventually, bowing to that criticism, he consented
to a full independent inquiry. A survey published shortly thereafter by
Yedi'or Abronot, Israel’s top-selling newspaper, had 63 percent of the
respondents favoring Olmert’s stepping down, with 74 percent recom-
mending the resignation of Peretz and 54 percent suggesting the same
for Halutz.'20

As for the war’s tally sheet, the IDF’s ground contribution ulti-
mately entailed some 30,000 troops operating in southern Lebanon.
At war’s end, the IDF had activated about 62,000 reservists. Early
accounts varied on the total number of IDF casualties incurred. In
the end, the Winograd Commission’s definitive final report noted 119
IDF personnel (half reservists) killed in action, 628 wounded, and 45
Israeli civilians killed by Hezbollah rocket attacks. Of the soldiers who
lost their lives, 30 were members of tank crews. A total of 500 Mer-
kava tanks were committed to combat. Five were destroyed by power-
ful underbelly mines, with 45 to 50 more (roughly 10 percent of the
total number of tanks committed to the ground fighting by the IDF)
hit by Hezbollah ATGMs and 21 penetrated, some more than once.'?!
IDF ground forces expended upward of a million CBU submunitions,

119Victor Davis Hanson, “Relearning Lessons in the War on Terror,” Chicago Tribune,

August 25, 2000.

120J0shua Mitnick, “Poll Finds Most Want Olmert to Quit over War,” Washington Times,
August 26, 2006. In the months after the campaign ended, continuing public disapproba-
tion of the Olmert government’s performance prompted a steady series of eatly resignations
among the IDF’s main involved principals, starting with Udi Adam and Gal Hirsch and
followed soon thereafter by General Halutz and the navy commander who was faulted after
Hezbollah’s C-802 missile struck INS Hanit. In the end, General Kaplinsky, who had been
installed by Prime Minister Sharon as Halutz’s deputy with the intention that he would
succeed Halutz as Chief of Staff, was not appointed to that position and also retired. Peretz
resigned from the government, and Olmert also eventually resigned, although in the wake of
(and as a consequence of) an unrelated political scandal.

121Anthony H. Cordesman, “The Lessons of the Israeli-Lebanon War,” Washington, D.C.:
Center for Strategic and International Studies, briefing charts, March 11, 2008. See also
Ben-Israel, The First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p. 45.
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many of which remain, to this day, unexploded and in place where
they landed. After the fighting ended, there were reports of as many as
8,500 unexploded CBU submunitions scattered about southern Leba-
non that were the residue of IDF artillery and MLRS attacks against
suspected Hezbollah rocket sites and other targets in open terrain.'?

Hezbollah claimed 81 of its fighters killed in action, although
the IDF insisted that the true number was substantially higher. IDF
figures indicate that Hezbollah, in fact, lost around 600 trained
combatants—more than a tenth of the organization’s estimated total
personnel strength—many, if not most, from air attacks by the IAF.123
The number of fatalities incurred on the Lebanese side in all was
reported as 1,100, including Hezbollah combatants, Lebanese military
personnel, and civilians. One-third of the latter were said to have been
children. A total of 3,628 Lebanese civilians were reported wounded,
with around 10,000 homes destroyed, 22,500 buildings badly dam-
aged, and 73,000 more partially damaged. The assessed damage done
to Lebanon’s economy was between $3 billion and $5 billion.'2

122David Enders, “Cluster Bomblets Continue to Kill,” Washington Times, August 23, 2006.

123Tnterview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, IAF, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF
Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009. See also Amos Har’el, “Israel IDF Intel-
ligence: An Iranian Nuclear Capacity in Mid-2009,” Haaretz, Tel Aviv, July 11, 2007. It
bears noting here that this point has been challenged in some quarters, with one authority
insisting instead that, of the more than 600 known Hezbollah fighters who lost their lives to
Israeli fires in the 34 days of combat, a confirmed 484 were killed by the troops of the IDF’s
91st Division. (Interview with Brigadier General [Res.] Gal Hirsch, commander of the 91st
Division during the second Lebanon war, Tel Aviv, March 30, 2009.)

124 ar’el and Isaacharoff, 34 Days, p. 249.






CHAPTER THREE
Key Israeli Air Accomplishments

For the most part, in those mission areas in which it naturally excelled,
the IAF performed to its usual high standards of competence through-
out its 34-day engagement against Hezbollah. Indeed, it exceeded the
governments expectations in many respects, with any shortfalls in
combat effectiveness due mainly to a known or predicted absence of
adequate actionable intelligence at the tactical level when it came to
the need for attacking such time-critical targets as hidden stockpiles of
enemy short-range rockets. Viewed in hindsight, its accomplishments
in both planning and execution stand as the principal remaining untold
story of Operation Change of Direction. Although General Halutz and
his civilian superiors in the Olmert government—misguidedly, as it
turned out—took special pains to avoid calling the campaign a “war”
and prosecuting it as such throughout its duration, the IAF, in keep-
ing with its long-standing operational culture, comported itself from
the campaign’s first moments onward with a wartime mindset. Unlike
Israel’s ground forces, whose readiness for major combat against an
able opponent had been allowed to decay badly as a result of their all-
consuming preoccupation with lower-intensity operations against the
Palestinian A/ Agsa intifada since that uprising began in September
2000, the IAF, as the IDF’s only fighting arm whose mission roster
covers the entire conflict spectrum from policing operations against
individual terrorists to a strategic strike on Iran, was at peak readiness
for its opening-round attacks on the morning the crisis erupted. (Table
3.1 offers an overview of the IAF’s current combat aircraft inventory.)
Bearing credible witness to this performance, the Winograd Com-
mission’s final report, issued in January 2008, concluded that the IAF

73
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Table 3.1
IAF Aircraft Inventory

Aircraft Type IAF Name In Service
Fighters F-15A/B/C/D Baz (Falcon) 59
F-15I Ra’am (Thunder) 24
F-16A/B Netz (Hawk) 104
F-16C/D Barak (Lightning) 126
F-16l Sufa (Storm) 102
Attack helicopters AH-1E Tsefa (Viper) 28
AH-1F Tsefa (Viper) 55
AH-64A Peten (Cobra) 17
AH-64D Sharaf (Serpent) 17
Electronic intelligence B-707 ELINT/ECM Chasida (Stork) 5
G-550 Gulfstream Nachshon (Pioneer) 4
EC-130H Karnaf (Rhinoceros) 2
Tankers KC-707 Saknayee (Pelican) 5
KC-130H Karnaf (Rhinoceros) 5
Heavy transports C-130E/) Karnaf (Rhinoceros) 14
Transport/CSAR helicopters ~ CH-53D Yas’ur (Petrel) 35
Utility helicopters UH-60A Yanshuf (Owl) 10
UH-60L Yanshuf (Owl) 14

SOURCES: “Israel Air Force/Air and Space Arm (Heyl Ha’avir): Aircraft Order of
Battle”; The Military Balance 2007, London: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 2007, pp. 228-230; and “Israel—Air and Space Force,” Jane’s World Air
Forces, June 9, 2008.

NOTE: Excludes dozens of F-4s, A-4s, and light fixed- and rotary-wing utility aircraft.

had displayed “exceptional capabilities” and turned in some “impres-
sive achievements” over the course of the IDF’s counteroffensive. That
impartial document, considered at greater length in Chapter Five, fur-
ther noted that the scope of IAF operations was “unprecedented and
absolutely disproportionate [in comparison] to Israel’s past wars.” It
also concluded that the IAF both “executed most of its preplanned
assignments well and . . . successfully carried out many unplanned mis-
sions that it was given in the course of the war. . . . Paradoxically, the
[IAF’s] availability to carry out this job despite the high risks involved
and with the great heroism [that its aircrews] demonstrated . . . helped
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to compensate for the severity of the ground force’s failure in this area.”
In all, Judge Winograd and his fellow commissioners found the IAF to
have been by far the most effective IDF service-branch participant in
all aspects of Operation Change of Direction.

As the campaign unfolded, the IAF’s mission taskings were, in
the following order of declared importance: to neutralize Hezbollah’s
medium- and long-range rockets; to interdict and deter military move-
ments by Hezbollah both within Lebanon and from Syria into Leba-
non; and, to the extent possible, to geolocate and eliminate Hezbollah’s
top leaders.2 As Chapter Four discusses in more detail, the third of
these objectives proved largely elusive throughout the 34 days of fight-
ing. The first two, however, played to the IAF’s greatest strengths and
were more than satisfactorily met from the campaign’s opening night
onward.

To be sure, the airspace over Lebanon presented a relatively benign
operating environment for the IAF. There were no air-to-air threats or
significant enemy surface defenses to contend with, aside from spo-
radic fire from infrared surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) and antiaircraft
artillery (AAA). Figure 3.1 shows one of the few Hezbollah antiair-
craft guns that was geolocated and destroyed by the IAF during the
34-day campaign. IAF helicopter crews did, however, report encoun-
tering attempted man-portable SA-18 infrared SAM attacks by Hez-
bollah forces, and the IAF leadership was sufficiently concerned about
possible access by Hezbollah to vehicle-mounted SA-8s that it insisted
on the use of active countermeasures to an “unprecedented degree” to
avoid losing an aircraft to enemy ground fire and thereby giving Hez-
bollah a victory in the propaganda war.3

In a determined effort to balance needed risk-taking against that
remote possibility, the JAF Commander, Major General Elyezer Shkedy,

! Final Winograd Report, Chapter 9, “Arms, Combat Support Units, and Special Operations,”
The Air Force, Facts, paragraphs 8, 18, 24, and 26.

2Tnterview with Lieutenant General Dan Halutz, IAF Headquarters, Ha’kirya, Tel Aviv,
March 26, 2008.

3Robin Hughes, “Iran Answers Hizbullah Call for SAM Systems,” Jane’s Defence Weekly,
August 9, 20006, p. 6; Cordesman, “The Lessons of the Israeli-Lebanon War,” p. 36.
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Figure 3.1
Hezbollah Mobile AAA Gun
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stressed the importance of zero losses of IAF aircraft to avoid providing
any exploitable grist for Hezbollah’s always-alert propaganda mill. Yet,
like any good commander, he also instructed IAF planners and air-
crews to take all reasonable risks that they deemed essential for accom-
plishing their assigned missions. As combat operations unfolded, this
injunction was honored to the hilt by both C-130 and UH-60 pilots
toward the campaign’s endgame, when those aircraft figured centrally
in both day and night delivery of urgently needed supplies to engaged
IDF troops and in emergency medical evacuation (medevac) opera-
tions under heavy Hezbollah fire. In addition, despite every readily
imaginable precautionary measure undertaken in the circumstances,
a CH-53 assault helicopter was downed by hostile fire during a night
troop-insertion mission, making it the IAF’s sole aircraft loss due to
direct enemy action throughout the campaign. (See the Airlift and
CSAR Support section below for further discussion of this incident.)

4Interview with Major General Elyezer Shkedy, IAF (Res.), former Commander, IAF, Tel
Aviv, March 26, 2009.
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As for noncombat losses, a heavily loaded F-16I operating out of
Ramon Air Base in the Negev Desert blew a tire during takeoff on
July 19. The pilot and WSO both ejected successfully, but the aircraft
was destroyed. A day later, two AH-64A Apache attack helicopters
returning from a combat mission just after midnight collided near
Ramat Neftali about two miles inside the Israeli border, after the
pilot of one experienced a system malfunction and was attempting
to make an emergency landing. One pilot was killed in the collision
and the other three crewmembers were injured, one severely. One of
the Apaches was lost in the accident. The other sustained consider-
able damage but was said at the time to be possibly repairable.> Not
long thereafter, a third Apache, this one a newly acquired AH-64D
Longbow version with only 300 recorded flight hours, crashed just on
the Israeli side of the border, killing the two crewmembers, Colonel
Tzvi Luft and Lieutenant Tom Farkash, as they were supporting IDF
operations during the battle of Bint J’beil on July 24.¢ Hezbollah pro-
pagandists promptly claimed credit for bringing the aircraft down, but
the loss was quickly determined to have been caused instead by a cata-
strophic separation of the main rotor while the aircraft was on station
at 8,000 ft above ground level (AGL), well beyond the reach of Hezbol-
lah small-arms fire.”

5 Mouawad and Erlanger, “Marines Return to Beirut to Aid U.S. Evacuation; Alon Ben-
David, “Israel to Counter Hizbullah Forces,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, July 26, 2006, p. 6.

6Alth0ugh neither crew member transmitted a radio distress call, they jettisoned their ord-
nance as their rotorless aircraft plummeted to the ground. (Felix Frisch, “Boeing: Apache
Crashed Because of Diflicult Flying Conditions,” Mauariv, Tel Aviv, October 30, 2006.)
The AH-64D is equipped with the Longbow AN/APG-78 mast-mounted millimetric fire-
control radar and an advanced radio frequency interferometer for fire-and-forget AGM-114L
Hellfire 2 missiles. It also is configured with indigenously produced command-and-con-
trol and electronic warfare systems. (“Israel—Air and Space Force,” Jane’s World Air Forces,
June 9, 2008.)

7Immediately after this surprise occurrence, the IAF grounded its entire inventory of 17
Apache Longbows and established with Boeing, the aircraft’s manufacturer, a joint panel of
inquiry to investigate the loss, which reportedly had no precedent in the Apache program’s
history. Soon thereafter, the IAF returned its AH-64Ds to flight status, but under severe
operating restrictions until the IAF and Boeing could jointly revalidate the aircraft’s safe
operating envelope. (“Isracl—Air and Space Force.”)
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In all, out of a total of nearly 19,000 sorties flown throughout the
campaign, the IAF experienced one aircraft lost in combat from enemy
fire and three more from accidents. As that record attests, [AF aircrews
were essentially able to operate with impunity throughout Lebanon’s
airspace, enjoying both freedom from attack and freedom ro attack.
In the end, the most notable combat achievements by the IAF were
its hitherto-unprecedented level of sustained combat sortie-generation
activity, its first-ever preemptive offensive against an enemy ballistic-
missile array, its skillful integration of UAVs into both independent air
operations and joint air-ground combat, its courageous mobility and
combat search and rescue (CSAR) operations under fire, and its down-
ing of two hard-to-engage Hezbollah Ababil UAVs of unknown mission
intent by an air-to-air missile fired by an F-16C. The discussion that
follows looks more fully in turn into each of these five achievements.

Sustaining a New Battle Rhythm

Operation Change of Direction entailed the first large-scale and sus-
tained aerial offensive to be conducted by any country other than the
United States since World War II. It also featured the most complex
air-warfare effort in more than six decades of IDF service to the State of
Israel. The IAF launched its offensive with no prior notice and with no
opportunity for a final rehearsal of its initial strikes. Yet it reached full
operational swing before the end of the first day of combat.

Throughout the campaign, the four main geographic areas of IAF
combat operations were

* Beirut—Hezbollah’s command and control nexus

* the Beka’a Valley—Hezbollah’s supply and logistics center

* southern Lebanon—the locus of Hezbollah’s military infra-
structure

* the border area just north of Israel where most of the ground

fighting took place.
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Within these four operating areas, IAF aircraft over the course of the
campaign struck some 7,000 targets (out of a total of around 15,000
identified and geolocated candidates) at a rate of roughly 340 combat
sorties a day, depending on mission tasking. More than half those sor-
ties were flown at night. As noted in Chapter Two, the first 24 hours
of the war typified the air operations flow that followed over the ensu-
ing 33 days. The overall effectiveness of the IAF’s preplanned sorties
dropped off dramatically after the first four days of around-the-clock
strike operations, during which time the IAF and supporting ground
artillery and MLRS fire effectively attacked all 83 objectives on North-
ern Command’s most recently updated target list. After that, with so
few remaining fixed and targetable enemy assets of any real military
worth, most IAF air operations entailed armed overwatch patrols and
TST attacks against pop-up targets of opportunity.

The daily air tasking order (ATO) was generated in the main air
operations center (AOC) at IAF headquarters in Tel Aviv, where one
of the five most senior IAF general officers was always on duty as the
operations director and principal battle manager. In most cases, target
approvals were granted with a minimum of delay in the main AOC.?
The baseline CONOPS for daily mission planning was the air portion
of the “Icebreaker” construct described briefly in Chapter Two. Gen-
eral Shkedy, the IAF Commander, received a situation update every
morning at 0700. The daily air tasking process was said to have been
invariably responsive and fast.?

In servicing the 7,000 targets (including as-needed reattacks) and
responding to other mission tasking, the IAF flew 18,900 combat sor-
ties in all. Almost 12,000 of those were fighter sorties in all mission cat-
egories, with attack helicopters racking up another 2,500 sorties. (IAF
fighters normally operated in two-ship elements rather than in larger

8 All preplanned targets were approved by target category. All targeted buildings in the dabiye
were approved personally either by General Halutz or by the head of the IDF’s Operations
Directorate, General Eisenkott.

A less robust package of preplanned attack options for ATO planners to draw from was
called “Double-Edged Sword.” (Interview with the head of the IAF Campaign Planning
Department during Operation Change of Direction, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv,
March 26, 2008.)
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force packages throughout the majority of the 34-day campaign.)!
In addition, more than 1,500 UAVs and manned intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance (ISR) sorties and around 1,300 C-130 air
mobility sorties were flown over the course of the campaign.'! Finally,
IAF assault and utility helicopter aircrews conducted some 2,000 sor-
ties, which included roughly 120 CSAR missions, nearly half of them
inside Hezbollah-infested territory, often under heavy fire. In addition,
110 combat medevac sorties were own, 94 of which entailed emer-
gency rescue operations under fire. Forty of those were daylight mis-
sions carried out against all IAF safety rules, at great risk, and in the
face of multiple operational hazards.”? (Figure 3.2 depicts the approxi-
mate sortie mix.) In some cases, IAF attack helicopter pilots pressed
their attacks as close to their intended targets as the tactical impera-
tives of the moment appeared to warrant, even though they were under
IAF headquarters direction to maintain a safe standoff range. Those
instances were rare, however, despite the fact that the assessed need for
such close support from the perspective of engaged IDF ground com-
manders was both constant and high. Such aggressive fire support was
especially in evidence during the heaviest fighting at Maroun Al Ras,
in which, according to the 91st Division’s commander, General Hirsch,
the TAF’s attack helicopter and Blackhawk pilots truly performed as
“heroes.”?

This overall sortie count was only slightly lower than the total
number of sorties flown during the 19-day Yom Kippur War of 1973,
a war in which, for a time, Israel’s very survival was at stake. The

07nterview with the former deputy commander of an F-16D squadron during Operation
Change of Direction, Palmachim Air Base, Israel, March 31, 2009.

HTnterview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, IAF, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF
Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009.

12 Final Winograd Report, Chapter 9, “Arms, Combat Support Units, and Special Opera-
tions,” The Ground Forces Command, Evacuation of Casualties from the Battlefield, para-
graph 21; Eli Ashkenazi, Ran Reznick, Jonathan Lis, and Jack Khoury, “The Day After: The
War in Numbers,” Haaretz, Tel Aviv, August 18, 20006.

13This did not, however, become the overall pattern. (Interview with Brigadier General
[Res.] Gal Hirsch, commander of the IDF’s 91st Division during the second Lebanon war,
Tel Aviv, March 30, 2009.)
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Figure 3.2
IAF Sortie Mix During Operation Change of Direction
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number of attack sorties flown during the second Lebanon war actu-
ally exceeded the number flown in the Yom Kippur War. In a related
measure of note, the number of IAF attack helicopter sorties flown
against Hezbollah in 2006 was twice the number flown during Opera-
tion Accountability and Operation Grapes of Wrath (the first Lebanon
war) combined. Compared with the three weeks of major combat in
Operation Iraqi Freedom in early 2003, Operation Change of Direc-
tion lasted longer (34 days as opposed to 21), saw the release of almost
as many air-delivered munitions (21,600 compared with 29,500), and
featured more than half the daily aerial munitions delivery rate (705
compared with 1,340).

In all, IAF fighters and attack helicopters expended 7,732 pre-
cision air-delivered laser-guided, satellite-aided, or electro-optically
guided munitions. Of these, around 13 percent were AGM-114 Hell-
fire and indigenously made Israeli air-to-ground munitions fired by
IAF attack helicopters. (The number of targets serviced by these
munitions is broken down by target category in Figure 3.3.) In sum,

YBen-Istacl, The First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p. 60.
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Figure 3.3
IAF Targets Attacked During Operation Change of Direction
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the total number of armed fixed- and rotary-wing sorties flown during
Operation Change of Direction (roughly 14,000 in all) was unprec-
edented in a single air offensive in the IAF’s experience. As just noted
above, the number exceeded that of the Yom Kippur War (11,223) and
greatly exceeded that of the 1982 air war over Lebanon’s Beka’a Valley
(6,052).15

Even at this seemingly intense level of effort, however, the IAF
and its AOC did not operate anywhere close to their maximum capac-
ity, but rather at only around the 25- to 40-percent mark, depending
on daily mission tasking. (More than a few of the most experienced
mission-ready pilots in the IAF’s reserve contingent, however, contrib-
uted to generating these sorties.)'¢ Around 100 of the IAF’s 500 fight-

15Ben-Israel, The First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p- 52.

160f all the TAF pilots and WSOs who flew combat sorties throughout the campaign,
roughly a third were assigned to line fighter and helicopter squadrons, another third were
on headquarters or other staff assignments while maintaining currency in their particular
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ers and some 48 of its 160 attack helicopters were committed to con-
ducting strike operations during any given day. In the end, aircraft
from virtually all the IAF’s bases and flying units took part in combat
operations during the campaign, but a few bases carried a dispropor-
tionate share of the workload because of their closer proximity to the
war zone. For example, the four F-16 squadrons at the IAF’s northern-
most Ramat David Air Base near Haifa flew more than one-quarter of
the total number of fighter sorties (roughly 3,000). (Table 3.2 indicates
the aircraft types and assigned squadrons at each IAF main operating
base.) Participating fighter aircrews flew an average of two sorties a day
during the campaign. There was little or no KC-707 tanker involve-
ment because tanker support was not needed due to the short ranges
from the IAF’s main operating bases to target areas and combat air
patrol (CAP) stations in or near Lebanon. Most sorties lasted only 45
minutes to 1.5 hours."” (Figure 3.4 shows the locations of the IAF’s
main air bases.)

The vast majority of the fighter sorties flown during Operation
Change of Direction were devoted to various ground-attack mission
assignments. However, some F-16s and F-15Cs flew around-the-clock
defensive counterair (DCA) orbits over the Mediterranean just west of
the Lebanese coast, mainly to hedge against the possibility of a sur-
prise launch by Hezbollah of armed Ababil UAVs and air-breathing
missiles into Israeli airspace. Over the course of the 34-day campaign,
the IAF flew about 1,000 DCA sorties in all. IAF F-15Cs also dropped
satellite-aided JDAMsand unguided Mk 82 and Mk 84 general-purpose
500- and 2,000-lb bombs in support of the IDF’s joint operations.'
These primarily air-to-air fighters are not configured with targeting
pods and accordingly cannot self-designate LGBs. However, the IAF

aircraft, and the final third were mission-ready reservists who flew weekly with line squad-
rons to maintain their operational currency. (Interview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir,
IAF, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009.)

7 Interview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, head of the IAF Doctrine Branch, and
with the former deputy commander of an F-16D squadron and then—air liaison officer to the
IDF’s 91st Division, Israel-Lebanon border, March 25, 2008.

8Interview with the head of the IAF Campaign Planning Department during Operation
Change of Direction, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2008.
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Table 3.2
IAF Operational Squadrons and Aircraft Types

Unit Name Aircraft Type
Ramat David Air Base Wing 1
109 Sq The Valley Squadron F-16D Block 30
110 Sq The Knights of the North Squadron F-16C Block 30
117 Sq The First Jet Squadron F-16C Block 30
193 Sq The Maritime Helicopter Squadron AS565MA
Tel Nof Air Base Wing 8
106 Sq The Point of the Spear Squadron F-15B/C/D
114 Sq The Night Leaders Squadron CH-53-2000
118 Sq The Nocturnal Birds of Prey Squadron CH-53-2000
133 Sq The Knights of the Twin Tail Squadron F-15A/B/D
601 FTC IAF Flight Test Center F-15I, F-16 A/B/C/D
Ben Gurion International Airport Wing 27
103 Sq The Elephants Squadron C-130E, KC-130H
120 Sq The International Squadron B-707 variants, 1124N
122 Sq The Dakota Squadron G-550
131 Sq The Yellow Bird Squadron C-130E, KC-130H
Hatzor Air Base Wing 4
101 Sq The First Fighter Squadron F-16C Block 40
105 Sq The Scorpion Squadron F-16D Block 40
Palmachim Air Base Wing 30
124 Sq The Rolling Sword Squadron UH-60, S-70A
160 Sq The Northern Cobra Squadron AH-1E/F
200 Sq UAVs
Hatzerim Air Base Wing 6
69 Sq The Hammers Squadron F-15I
102 Sq The Flying Tiger Squadron TA/A-4N
FTS IAF Flying Training School T-6, TA/A-AN
Nevatim Air Base Wing 28
116 Sq The Defenders of the South Squadron F-16A/B
140 Sq The Golden Eagle Squadron F-16A/B
Ramon Air Base Wing 25
107 Sq Knights of the Orange Tail Squadron F-16l
113 Sq The Hornet Squadron AH-64D
119 Sq The Bat Squadron F-16l
190 Sq The Magic Touch Squadron AH-64A
253 Sq The Negev Squadron F-16l
Ovda Air Base Wing 10
115 Sq The Flying Dragon Squadron F-16A/B
161 Sq The First Attack Squadron AH-1E/F

SOURCES: “Israel Air Force/Air and Space Arm: Aircraft Order of Battle”; “Israel—
Air and Space Force,” Jane’s World Air Forces, June 9, 2008; IAF Squadrons,
GlobalSecurity.org.



Key Israeli Air Accomplishments 85

Figure 3.4
IAF Main Operating Bases
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has long insisted, as a matter of standard acquisition practice, that it
cannot afford to acquire and operate single-mission platforms. Accord-
ingly, its light gray F-15s have always carried a secondary ground-attack
mission tasking,.

With respect to airspace management, there were often 40 to
70 IAF aircraft operating concurrently over the compact war zone of
southern Lebanon. On average, more than 20 of those at any given
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moment were UAVs.” The aerial battlespace over that area was often
highly congested as a result, and the successful deconfliction of air-
craft within it throughout the 34 days of fighting, particularly at night,
without a fratricide incident or midair collision was described by the
head of the IAF’s Air Division at the time as “a miracle.”2® Most fighter
operations were conducted at altitudes above 9,000 ft AGL so as to
keep their aircrews beyond the reach of any possible Hezbollah AAA
and infrared SAM fire. However, the IAF’s operating arena extended
all the way from Blackhawk helicopters conducting nap-of-the-earth
operations during medevac missions to its just-acquired Gulfstream
G550 surveillance aircraft operating in the medium- to high-altitude
block, often with only 1,000 ft of separation between blocks.?! (Figure
3.5 offers a notional depiction of the IAF’s aircraft stack over southern
Lebanon.) Accordingly, there was a continual hail of LGBs, JDAMs,
and accurately aimed unguided bombs falling through the airspace
assigned to IAF aircraft on station in the lower altitude blocks, making
flawless time and space deconfliction an ever-present airspace manage-
ment requirement over the war zone. By all indications, the IAF met
that requirement with resounding success.

Roughly half of the campaign’s 12,000 fighter sorties (mostly
flown by F-16s of various types) expended munitions, with another

YBen-Israel, The First Israel-Hezbollah Missile War, p. 58.

20Interview with Brigadier General Johanan Locker, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv,
March 27, 2008. The airspace congestion and deconfliction challenge faced by the IAF
over southern Lebanon was highly reminiscent of a nearly identical situation that the air
component of U.S. Central Command experienced during its ultimately successful effort
to support embattled U.S. SOF and conventional ground units during the almost ill-fated
Operation Anaconda in Afghanistan in March 2003. For an account of the latter experience,
see Benjamin S. Lambeth, Air Power Against Terror: America’s Conduct of Operation
Enduring Freedom, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-166-1-CENTAF, 2005,
pp- 194-197.

21 Briefing given to the author by General Shkedy, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv,
March 27, 2008. The G550 special electronic mission aircraft is a national collection asset
tasked directly by the Ministry of Defense. In its initial deployed configuration, the aircraft
is an integrated airborne SIGINT “system of systems” intended to replace the IAF’s aging
Boeing 707 ELINT platforms. During its acceptance ceremony, then—Minister of Defense
Mofaz noted that the aircraft will be used primarily as a standoff SIGINT sensor array.
(“Israel—Air and Space Force.”)
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Figure 3.5
IAF Aircraft Stack over Southern Lebanon
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700 of the 2,500 attack helicopter sorties also expending munitions.
More than in any previous IAF air-to-ground combat involvement,
precsion attack played a prominent role in Operation Change of Direc-
tion. Precision-guided munitions (PGMs) made up 36 percent of the
total number of air-delivered weapons expended. Considering solely
targets in built-up areas where collateral-damage avoidance was a
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major concern, the use of PGMs of various sorts was more on the order
of 60 percent.

In one case—namely, the IAF’s repeated strikes against Hez-
bollah’s command-and-control complex in the dahiye sector of south
Beirut—al/l the weapons expended were PGMs of one sort or another.
Of the 500-plus satellite-aided JDAMs that were delivered against
targeted structures in the dabiye, a full 100 percent were reportedly
released within valid parameters and presumably hit their assigned aim
points, as was later attested by weapon-system video and UAV imagery,
with no known misses.?> Although that success rate was partly a result
of uncommonly good luck, it also reflected the IAF’s unsurpassed
professionalism and attention to detail when the latter truly matters.
(Figure 3.6 presents side-by-side infrared images of the enclosed dahiye
compound taken by a UAV flying directly overhead both before and
after the IAF’s concentrated attack against Hezbollah’s headquarters
facilities. The image on the right side indicates the precise nature of the
strike operation. Only specifically targeted buildings were destroyed.)
The IAF used unguided munitions and CBUs principally against area
targets for which consistently high accuracy was not required.??

In addition to unguided bombs, LGBs, and JDAMs, the spec-
trum of munition types delivered by the IAF included Israeli-developed
SPICE electro-optically guided air-to-surface weapons built around a
2,000-1b Mk 84 bomb core; CBU-58 and CBU-71 cluster munitions;
the AGM-114 Hellfire missile carried by the IAF’s AH-1 and AH-64
attack helicopters; and perhaps one or more GBU-28 5,000-Ib hard-
structure munitions delivered solely by the IAF’s F-151 strike fighter.24

22Tnterview with General Shkedy, IAF Headquarters, Ha'kirya, Tel Aviv, March 27, 2008.

23Nonprecision general-purpose bombs were typically delivered by IAF fighter pilots from
a 40-degree dive angle, generally with a hard altitude floor of 12,000 ft AGL, above which
they would recover from their dive after releasing their weapon so as to avoid any risk of
being hit by infrared SAM or AAA fire. (Interview with the former deputy commander of
an F-16D squadron during Operation Change of Direction, Palmachim Air Base, Israel,
March 31, 2009.)

24The SPICE 2000 (SPICE is an acronym for “smart precision impact and cost-effective”)
was in service at the time of Operation Change of Direction. When configured with a wing
kit, the munition has a standoff range of greater than 37 miles, considerably more than
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Figure 3.6
Hezbollah's Headquarters Complex Before and After the
Attacks
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(The IAF’s two-seat F-15Is, F-16Ds, and F-16Is all carried onboard
electro-optical and infrared imaging targeting pods.)> They also
included several hundred electro-optically guided weapons designed
and produced in Israel.26 (Figure 3.7 depicts the full scope and relative
intensity of IAF strike operations throughout Lebanon over the course
of Israel’s counteroffensive against Hezbollah, with the vast majority of

that of a JDAM. It features an electro-optical guidance sensor for terminal-phase target
updates by matching a large scene with what the seeker sees. It is backed up by Global Posi-
tioning System (GPS)—aided steering. Only if an electro-optical target match cannot be
made because of smoke or cloud obscurations will the munition revert to GPS navigation.

(Fulghum, Wall, and Barrie, “All-Arms Attack,” pp. 32-33.)

25TAF attack helicopters configured with laser target designators would sometimes “buddy-
lase” targets for precision LGB attacks by single-seat F-16s that lacked their own onboard
targeting pods.

26 Interview with Lieutenant Colonel Roni Amir, IAF, head of the Doctrine Branch, IAF
Headquarters, Ha’kirya, Tel Aviv, March 26, 2009.
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the IAF’s weapon drops occurring in the terrorist militia’s main areas
of offensive activity near and south of the Litani River in southern
Lebanon.)

The provision of on-call CAS by the IAF during the campaign’s
last days of ground fighting was said by one observer to have been
“extremely responsive,” although there were recurrent issues having
to do with poor air-ground integration that tended to frustrate the
CAS effort on frequent occasion. These issues are discussed in greater
detail in Chapter Four.?” Designated kill boxes (called “fire boxes” by
the IDF) for determining target locations by their geographic coordi-
nates and for deconflicting airspace by means of a common grid refer-
ence system overlaid on the battlefield were used in joint operations
by Israel’s air and ground forces in much the same manner that U.S.
Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps aircrews employed them during
the three weeks of major combat in Operation Iraqi Freedom in early
2003.28

Finally, it bears mention at least in passing that Operation Change
of Direction also featured the IAF’s first sustained experience with full-
fledged network-centric warfare. Today, thanks to the continuing revo-
lution in global connectivity, a real-time common operating picture
has now become available to IAF combatants at all levels, from the
most senior leadership all the way down to operators engaged with
enemy forces at the tactical level. As in the United States, however,
the same net-centricity that has enabled a common operating picture
for all has also made possible top-down micromanagement of opera-
tions at the lowest tactical level in a way that is unprecedented.? A

27 Cordesman, “The Lessons of the Israeli-Lebanon War,” p. 33.

28For a concise explanation of that system and its tactical application by a former U.S.
Marine Corps F/A-18 pilot, see Jay A. Stout, Hammer from Above: Marine Air Combat over
Irag, New York: Presidio Press, 2005, pp. 269-270.

29For a summary perspective on the nature and implications of this recently emergent chal-
lenge to mission fulfillment in the American case, see Benjamin S. Lambeth, “The Downside
of Network-Centric Warfare,” Aviation Week and Space Technology, January 2, 2006, p. 86.
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Figure 3.7
Locations Struck by the IAF During the Campaign
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major lesson driven home by this new IAF experience, in the view of
its current leaders, is the compelling need to decentralize air opera-
tions from the very start of combat by means of clear and actionable
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strategy and policy, a clear initial mission statement, and clear rules of
engagement.’

Defusing the Strategic Rocket Threat

When the second Lebanon war began on July 12, 2006, Hezbollah’s
inventory of rockets provided by Iran that could reach deep into north-
ern Israel was reportedly thought by AMAN to consist of as many as
500 medium-range Fajr 3 and Fajr 5 rockets and “a few dozen” lon-
ger-range Zelzal 1 and 2 rockets.? The larger Zelzal (the word means
“Earthquake” in Farsi) is basically an Iranian variant of the Soviet
FROG 7 (free rocket over ground) battlefield artillery weapon that had
equipped the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany in ample numbers
throughout the many years of the Cold War. It is a single-stage, solid-
propellant, road-mobile weapon armed with a single 1,300-Ib high-
explosive warhead. The only significant difference between the Zelzal 1
and the Zelzal 2 is that the latter is 1,000 Ib heavier. With its 130-mile
range (as opposed to 78 for the Zelzal 1), the Zelzal 2 can reach from
central Lebanon as far into Israel as the heavily populated northern
outskirts of Tel Aviv. (Table 3.3 lists the main specifications of Hezbol-
lah’